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October 10, 1986

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, October 10, 1986

The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Our best thoughts, O God, hope for
a day when people will know security
in their lives and in the depths of our
hearts we yearn for peace. As the lead-
ers of our world meet to find the ways
of understanding, we ask Your bless-
ing upon them and we earnestly pray
that Your good word of grace and
Your benediction of peace will mark
their meetings. Even as we pray for
the leaders of the nations, may each
of us seek to do Your will that justice
will roll down as waters and righteous-
ness like an ever flowing stream.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings and announces to the
House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Secretary be directed to com-
municate to the President of the
United States and to the House of
Representatives the order and judg-
ment of the Senate in the case of
Harry E. Claiborne and transmit a cer-
tified copy of same to each.

The message also announced that
the Senate having tried Harry E. Clai-
borne, U.S. district judge for the dis-
trict of Nevada, upon four Articles of
Impeachment exhibited against him
by the House of Representatives, and
two-thirds of the Senators present
having found him guilty of the
charges contained in the First, Second,
and Fourth Articles of Impeachment:
It is therefore,

Ordered and adjudged, That the said
Harry E. Claiborne be, and he is
hereby removed from office.

The message also announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
ment bills, joint resolution, and con-
current resolution of the House of the
following titles:

H.R. 2067. An act to validate conveyances
of certain lands in the State of California
that form part of the right-of-way granted
by the United States to the Central Pacific
Railway Company;

H.R. 2921. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to issue permanent ease-
ments for water conveyance systems in
order to resolve title claims arising under

Acts repealed by the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976, and for other

purposes.

H.R. 3352, An act to transfer certain real
property to the City of Mesquite, NV;

H.R. 5496. An act to designate certain Na-
tional Forest System lands in the State of
Georgia to the National Wilderness Preser-
vation System, and for other purposes;

H.J. Res. 735. Joint resolution to designate
December 11, 1986, as “National SEEK and
College Discovery Day”; and

H. Con. Res. 391. Concurrent resolution
calling on the Governments of the Soviet
Union, Poland, and Czechoslovakia to cease
activities causing harmful interference to
the broadcasts of Voice of America and
RFE/RL, Incorporated.

The message also announced that
the Senate agrees to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendment of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 3838) “An act to reform the
internal revenue laws of the United
States.”

The message also announced that
the Senate agrees to the amendment
of the House to the bill (S. 593) “An
act for the relief of the Merchants Na-
tional Bank of Mobile, Alabama.”

The message also announced that
the Senate agrees to the amendment
of the House to the bill (S. 1082) “An
act granting the consent of Congress
to the Arkansas-Mississippi Great
River Bridge Construction Compact.”

The message also announced that
the Senate agrees to the amendment
of the House to the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2032) “An
act to amend the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 to provide improved pro-
tection for investors in the Govern-
ment securities market, and for other
purposes.”

The message also announced that
the Senate agrees to the amendments
of the House to the bill (S. 2506) “An
act to establish a Great Basin National
Park in the State of Nevada, and for
other purposes.”

The message also announced that
the Senate agrees to the amendments
of the House to the bill (S. 565) “An
act to direct the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to convey, without consideration,
to the Town of Payson, Arizona, ap-
proximately 30.96 acres of Forest Serv-
ice lands,” with an amendment.

The message also announced that
the Senate had passed bills and joint
resolutions of the following titles, in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

8. 511. An act to change the name of the
Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge,
Florida, to the Arthur R. Marshall Loxahat-
chee National Wildlife Refuge;

S. 786. An act to establish an Information
Age Commission;

S. 1209. An act to establish the National
Commission to Prevent Infant Mortality;

S. 2266. An act to establish a ski area
permit system on national forest lands, and
for other purposes;

S. 2370. An act to authorize the Francis
Scott Eey Park Foundation, Inc., to erect a
memorial in the District of Columbia;

S. 2852. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to release restrictions on
the use of certain property conveyed to the
Peninsula Airport Commission, Virginia, for
airport purposes;

S. 2890. An act to designate the United
States Courthouse for the Eastern District
of Virginia in Alexandria, Virginia, as the
“Albert V. Bryan United States Court-
house”;

S. 2914. An act to extend through fiscal
year 1988 SBA Pilot Programs under section
8 of the Small Business Act;

8.J. Res. 359. Joint resolution to designate
March 17, 1987, as “National China-Burma-
India Veterans Association Day"; and

S.J. Res. 407. Joint resolution designating
November 12, 1986, as “Salute to School
Volunteers Day.”

The message also announced that
pursuant to Executive Order 12131 of
May 4, 1979, as extended by Executive
Order 12551 of February 21, 1986, the
Chair on behalf of the Vice President
appoints Mr. Andrews, to the Presi-
dent’s Export Council.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 301(bX1XD) of
Public Law 99-371, the President pro
tempore appoints Dr. Frank Bowe, of
New York, from private life, and Peter
B. Greennough, of New York, from
private life, to the Commission on
Education of the Deaf.

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO
CERTAIN STANDING COMMIT-
TEES OF THE HOUSE

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Republican Conference, I
call up a privileged resolution (H. Res.
584) and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. REes. 584

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be, and they are hereby, elected to the
following standing committees of the House
of Representatives:

Committee on Armed Services: Represent-
ative HrLris of Indiana, (to rank below Mrs.
HoLt);

Committee on Education and Labor: Rep-
resentative DorNAN of California.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

0O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., O 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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ICELAND AND HUMAN RIGHTS

(Mrs. COLLINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her
remarks.)

Mrs. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, it is my
sincere hope that the meeting in Ice-
land between President Reagan and
General Secretary Gorbachev is suc-
cessful. While the two leaders debate
the technical issue of arms control,
however, it is important that they not
forget the human issue of justice.

Eleven years ago, the Soviet Union
signed the Helsinki accords and agreed
to respect human rights and funda-
mental freedoms, including the free-
dom of thought, conscience, religion,
or belief. Since that time, Moscow has
engaged in numerous violations of Hel-
sinki—including the political abuse of
psychiatry, legal restrictions on orga-
nized religious life, the repression of
the cultural heritage of Jews and
other minorities, the denial of family
reunification, and the closing of con-
tacts between Soviet citizens and the
outside world.

Mr. Speaker, if arms control is to
work, if world peace is to be a reality—
Moscow must adhere to the basic
human rights outlined in the Helsinki
accords. If Mr. Gorbachev wants to
reform his nation, as he says he does,
he must stop persecuting those who
exercise their religious beliefs.

All Americans are deeply concerned
with human rights. Freedom and jus-
tice are the ideals on which our Nation
is based and abuses of these rights

deeply offend our principles. As a free-

dom loving people, we know that
human rights provide a solid founda-
tion for international treaties.

To make this clear, I am introducing
a resolution, expressing the sense of
the Congress that, in his upcoming
meeting with General Secretary Gor-
bachev, the President should insist
that the Soviet Union safeguard the
human rights of its citizens, allow ad-
ditional Jewish emigration, and pro-
tect cultural and religious rights
within its borders.

This resolution sends an important
message to the Soviets. It demon-
strates America’s longstanding com-
mitment to human rights. And it will
show Mr. Gorbachev what the Ameri-
can Congress already knows, that
world peace will only be possible when
world justice is a reality.

THE CONGRESS WANTS JUSTICE
FOR MR. IVEZAJ: IS YUGO-
SLAVIA LISTENING?

(Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
congressional and diplomatic pressure
is building on Yugoslavia to release
Mr. Peter Ivezaj, the Michigan resi-
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dent who received a long jail term in
that country. I hope that Yugoslavia
is listening and understands our deep
concern about this and other human
rights cases.

The bill calling for the temporary
suspension of most-favored-nation
status for Yugoslavia is receiving over-
whelming support. “In just 24 hours,
the bill that Chairman FasceLL and I
sponsored has nearly 150 cosponsors.
Our Michigan Senators also intro-
duced similar legislation in the Senate.

Most-favored-nation status would be
denied to that country until Mr.
Ivezaj, and two other Americans are
freed. The Yugoslav Government's
policy of arresting visiting Americans
and denying them consular access
must stop. This foolishness has gone
on far too long.

I am heartened to know that the
Yugoslav Embassy obtained a copy of
the bill. I hope that the government of
that country appreciates our real con-
cern about the tragic imprisonment of
these Americans.

I am still working to get more mem-
bers to cosponsor the bill. Obviously,
pressure is building. I trust that they
are listening in Belgrade.

STAUNCHING THE FLOW OF
ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION

(Mr. SCHEUER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, last
night this House passed a historic im-
migration reform bill. It was not per-
fect, but it was a great sight better
than what we have now.

There is one glaring defect to the
bill: It turns on this enormous magnet
of legalization, of amnesty, while our
borders are totally porous.

I have been suggesting an amend-
ment for the last 5 years in this House
that would delay the date of amnesty
until a Presidential Commission certi-
fied that our borders were reasonably
secure.

Senator SimpsoN accepted this
amendment in his bill and, as amended
by Senator MEeTzZENBAUM, it would
delay amnesty for no longer than 3
years until such a commission certified
that our borders were secure.

I very much hope that the conferees
will hold on to that amendment, and I
hope that the House will make it its
first order of business next year to
staunch the avalanche of illegal immi-
gration that will result when this am-
nesty is passed. The 1982 date is mean-
ingless. Anybody who is here in this
country can take advantage of amnes-
ty because forged identity cards are
easily available. Whole packets of
identity can be purchased with ease on
both sides of our Southwest border.

So if we do not do something to firm
up those borders, the moment amnes-
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ty is effective, we will be inundated
with illegal aliens who want to come
over here to take advantage of the
same American opportunities, the
same American freedoms that our an-
cestors sought generations ago.

We cannot afford it; our capacities
are limited; our absorptive capability
is limited.

We are not doing enough for the
poor people, the hopefully aspiring
who are in our midst now.

So let us firm up our borders and
have an immigration policy that pro-
tects the rights of those who seek
entry legally, rather than an unwork-
able system and porous borders that
reward anyone from the developing
world who wishes to crash through il-
legally.

ARNIE'S INSPIRATION: “JOE”
McDADE, NOW WORLD CUP
CHAMPION OF GOLF

(Mr. HORTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, we have
a sports celebrity in our midst. Usually
mild-mannered JoE McDADE, our es-
teemed colleague from Pennsylvania,
proved to be the “spark” behind
Arnold Palmer’s masterful play when
Arnie, JoE and their foursome won the
Chrysler World Cup Pro-Am Division,
held last month in Potomaec, MD.
Leading the way to victory, JoE birdied
the first hole. The throngs following
the foursome could feel victory, only
17 short holes away. Jog, himself,
could sense the inevitability of the
championship.

Arnie, meanwhile, was feeling the
pressure. His famous “Arnie’s Army”
following, was quickly becoming the
“McDade Mob.” Reacting to the pres-
sure like only Arnie can do, he calmly
approached the tee of the third hole,
picked a middle iron, and swacked a
clean shot toward the hole. With but a
single bounce, Arnie’s ball dropped
into the cup—a hole in one. A golfer’s
dream.

Few who witnessed this historic
event, which was followed by another
Palmer ace on the same hole the very
next day, would deny that JoE
McDapg, the Pride of Scranton, PA,
playing the round of his life, was
almost singularly responsible for
Arnie’s hole in one. If it hadn’'t been
for Jor’s outstanding playing, Arnie
wouldn’t have been inspired.

Those golfers or golfing fans inter-
ested in the full details of this mag-
nificent and inspiring tale would do
well to get to JoE quickly. For, as all
great sporting tales do, this one will
undoubtedly grow in magnitude with
each passing day. By year's end, it will
be Arnie who provided the moral sup-
port and kept Jog's feet to the fire,
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and JoE who clinched the victory with
his hole in one.

Congratulations, JoE, on your memo-
rable and inspiring victory. Congress-
man JoE McDabpE is now World Cup
Champion of Golf. Eat your heart out,
MAarTY Russo.

COMMERCE DEPARTMENT IS
EXPORTING U.S. JOBS

(Mr. TALLON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. TALLON. Mr. Speaker, just
when you think you've seen it all, this
administration comes up with some-
thing to top it.

I have a copy of a brochure describ-
ing an event the U.S. Department of
Commerce, through the United States
Trade Center in Mexico City, is spon-
soring in Acapulco to encourage U.S.
companies to relocate their assembly
plants in Mexico.

This brochure highlights the Mexi-
can in-bond program which appeals to
industrialists because of low wages and
benefits that allow goods to be import-
ed without payment of Mexican duty,
and finished products to be exported
to the United States with tariffs only
on the value added in Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, we have pleaded with
the administration to formulate and
implement a strong trade policy. But
evidently the Commerce Department
didn’'t realize we meant an American
trade policy.

We want to have good relations with
our neighbors to the south, but that
doesn’t go so far as giving away our
American jobs.

Our Government's sponsorship of
the export of American jobs is con-
trary to the legitimate, practical State
and Federal programs designed to
fight unemployment here at home and
retrain our displaced workers.

The brochure for the event shows
two hot air balloons in the colors of
Mexico and the United States and the
words, ‘“where Mexican business and
American business can rise to new
heights.”

I believe a better slogan would be
“where the administration of this
great Nation declares total surrender
in its trade policy."”

The hot air balloons are appropriate
as the Department of Commerce is ap-
parently only concerned with shipping
American jobs over the border.

Mr. Speaker, we should be outraged
at the attitude shown by the Depart-
ment of Commerce in sanctioning this
event, and the illogical use of Ameri-
can taxpayers’ money.

I call on my colleagues to join me in
voicing our opposition to the Secretary
of Commerce, Mr. Baldrige.
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OCCAM'S RAZOR

(Mr. DANNEMEYER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker,
William Occam was a philosopher of
13th century England. He is credited
with the philosophical maxim, known
as Occam's razor, which is this: “Enti-
ties are not to be mutiplied without
necessity”, or: “It is vain to do with
more what can be done with fewer.”

The money supply in this country is
increasing at the annual rate of 14
percent, well above the target range
the Federal Reserve Board has set for
itself. The monetarists were obviously
wrong when they predicted that such
an extensive monetary expansion
would inevitably spill over in the com-
modity markets, as a result of the op-
eration of Occam’s razor. Prices are
ebbing, not rising, to the chagrin of
American farmers and other export-
ers.

Yet, the dollar is getting ready for
Occam’s razor. After all, the excess
dollars could spill over in the stock
market or in the bond market. We
would do well to remember the last
devastation Occam’s razor caused in
response to the dollar-proliferation of
the 1920's; namely, the Great Depres-
sion of the 1930’s.

The 20th century English thinker,
Bertrand Russell, interpreted Occam’s
razor as saying that if everything in
some science can be explained without
assuming this or that hypothetical
entity, then there is no ground for as-
suming it. The philosopher added: “I
have myself found this a most fruitful
principle in logical analysis."”

Mr. Speaker, the price explosions of
the 1970's, and the price implosions of
the 1980's, can be fully accounted for
in terms of the anchorless dollar, as it
is tossed around by an angry sea. Price
swings are merely a mirror image of
the waxing and waning dollar, even as
they act as the wrecker's ball in de-
stroying productive effort in this coun-
try. We behave rather foolishly when
we try to rationalize these market ab-
errations by attributing them to this
or that combination of export inter-
ests abroad. We have only ourselves to
blame for our folly of setting the
dollar adrift, causing the present price
instability, and for the even greater
folly of refusing to drop the golden
anchor.

MR. PRESIDENT, WE WILL BE
HEARD

(Mrs. BOXER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her
remarks.)

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I fully
support the President in his presum-
mit meeting, but I must ask this ques-
tion: Where is it written in the Consti-

October 10, 1986

tution that when our President goes to
a presummit meeting, Congress folds
up its tent and plays dead? That is
what the President wants.

Well, I am sorry, Mr. President, we
will be heard. We will not be part of
your disinformation campaign wheth-
er it is telling the American people
that there was no trade for Mr. Dani-
loff or that there is no CIA involve-
ment in Nicaragua or that this Con-
gress is responsible for the deficit
when it was your policy of 130-percent
increase in military spending coupled
with your tax loopholes that caused
this problem.

We will be heard on arms control as
well as waste control at the Pentagon.
We are no stronger when we pay
$7,000 for coffee pots and muzzle whis-
tleblowers.

Mr. President, why do you not take
our arms control policy ideas to the
summit and use them in the spirit in
which they were offered, the spirit of
peace and patriotic common sense?

THE SOVIET CONCILIATORY
STANCE

(Mr. PORTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, the
Soviet media blitz is on. Earlier this
week they reannounced their plan to
withdraw air defense troops from Af-
ghanistan. It took them over 6 years
to figure out the freedom fighters
there did not have an air force.

Today's Washington Post carries the
headline “Soviets Conciliatory, Allow
Jewish Dissident to Emigrate.” Mr.
Gorbachev must be chuckling all the
way to the bargaining table.

The Post says General Secretary
Gorbachev is “conciliatory” for per-
mitting Inessa Flerov to leave the
Soviet Union to give a bone marrow
transplant to her brother who is dying
of leukemia in Israel. Little is made of
the fact that Mr. Gorbachev stood in
the way of their reunification until
this moment.

Mr. Speaker, let’s remember that 98
percent of the Soviet troops sent to
Afghanistan remain there after almost
7 years of bloody warfare. Let's re-
member that despite the recent re-
lease of Yuri Orlov, 99 percent of
Soviet Jews remain captive behind the
Iron Curtain. As long as a brief excep-
tion for propaganda's sake is por-
trayed as conciliatory, there is little
hope for the hundreds of thousands
denied their basic human rights in the
Soviet Union and Afghanistan.

0O 1015
EXPO MAQUILA 1986

(Mr. EOLTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. KOLTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
speaking once again about Expo Ma-
quila 1986. Since Tuesday, when I first
exposed this to my colleagues here, 1
had a meeting with the Department of
Commerce. We found that the Mexi-
can Government pays these working
people, mostly young men and young
women, $1 an hour which includes
benefits.

And what are the benefits? The
benefits include holidays off, transpor-
tation to and from work, meals,
dances, and sporting events.

This is the first time in history that
this program is being sponsored total-
ly by the U.S. Department of Com-
merce. The Commerce Department
says this program will keep American
companies from completely moving
out of these United States.

So far we have lost in the month of
September 38,000 jobs, 38,000 manu-
facturing jobs, and throughout the
year of 1986, we have lost over 200,000
jobs.

This has to stop. We must not allow
our tax dollars and our time and effort
to send U.S. jobs abroad.

Let us say, “adios” to this misguided
program.

DISINFORMATION CAMPAIGNS

(Mr. WALKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the
gentlewoman from California a few
minutes ago referred to what she
called the President's disinformation
campaign. In listening to the gentle-
woman's speech, I have to believe that
she is conducting a disinformation
campaign of her own.

First of all, the gentlewoman blames
the President for the deficit. Well we
cannot spend 1 dime of money, the
President cannot and the country
cannot, without this Congress approv-
ing. We are the people who approve
the spending, and we will be approving
spending of major significance in the
hours just ahead of us here. I wonder
where that fits into the gentlewoman'’s
speech.

The gentlewoman blamed this Gov-
ernment for CIA involvement in Nica-
ragua. The only people saying that are
the Soviet-backed Sandinistas. Evi-
dently, the gentlewoman believes
them rather than her own Govern-
ment.

I really question when people come
to the floor with what has to be la-
beled as disinformation campaigns of
their own.

WHO IS REALLY TYING THE
PRESIDENT’'S HANDS?
(Mr. DICKS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I am dis-
mayed by reports that internal con-
flicts within the administration may
once again prevent any real movement
toward an arms control agreement at
the meeting between the President
and Mr. Gorbachev in Iceland this
weekend.

I fervently hope that those elements
among the President’s advisers who
oppose any arms agreement have not
lost what is a golden opportunity for
progress.

It is important to make perfectly
clear to the American people who it is
that is really tying the hands of the
President in Iceland.

It is not the Congress. Nothing in
the package of amendments passed by
the House has any relation to the area
of greatest potential immediate
progress, the issue of intermediate nu-
clear forces.

On that question, it is the hard-line
faction within the administration that
is doing everything possible to block
progress. They are the ones warning
the President of the dangers or reach-
ing any agreement.

This administration has already
shown it is very adept at disinforma-
tion campaigns. Let's not be fooled by
this latest smokescreen. If no concrete
progress comes from the Iceland meet-
ing, it will not be those of us in Con-
gress who want real arms control who
will be sipping champagne, it will be
the hardliners at the Pentagon.

OUR TAX DOLLARS GOING TO
ORTEGA VIA INDIA

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, it was brought to my atten-
tion yesterday that we are giving India
approximately $600 million in aid,
American taxpayers' dollars. I found
out that a couple of weeks ago, in fact,
last week, the Prime Minister of India
invited Daniel Ortega, the Communist
dictator of Nicaragua, to his country
and gave him $10 million in aid.

Mr. Ortega then got on a plane and
flew to Peking, probably to buy weap-
ons from the Chinese Communists.

Can you imagine that, American tax-
payers' dollars are going to buy weap-
ons to fight people who are fighting
for freedom in Central America? It is
unbelievable.

It is one thing to directly aid and
abet an enemy, but to use American
taxpayer's dollars to aid the Commu-
nists in Central America is unforgiv-
able, but it is happening.

I urge this body to reevaluate its for-
eign policy toward India. We should
not give them 1 dime as long as they
are using our taxpayers' dollars to sub-
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sidize the Communists in Central

America.

IT IS UP TO US TO ACT, AND TO
ACT NOW

(Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GRAY OF Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker and colleagues, this Congress
is coming to a close and we are making
history by passing tax reform and im-
migration bills, but yet there is one
continued problem that faces us that
we have not completed action on, and
I am becoming completely discouraged
that we are not going to be able to
meet our responsibilities, and that is
the deficit and deficit reduction.

Right now reconciliation is being
held up over whether we are going to
defend the investment bankers and
the oil industry or whether or not we
are going to hold poor families togeth-
er by providing for unemployed par-
ents being able to stay in the home.

It seems to me, ladies and gentlemen
of this body, that we are at a very crit-
ical stage where we must determine
whether we are going to live under the
Gramm-Rudman guidelines and meet
the threshold.

It is my hope that next week or
today, the committees of jurisdiction
will work out their disagreements,
that the other body would stop de-
fending the oil industry and also the
investment bankers, and support the
poor families in their efforts to stay
together, so that we can conclude the
deficit reduction package that will
exceed over $12 billion and bring us
down to the Gramm-Rudman targets,
and thus we will be able to go home
and tell our constituents that we have
met those targets, we have taken de-
finitive action.

It is up to us to act, and to act now.

AMERICA IS LOSING
BUSINESSES AND LOSING JOBS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
just heard the gentlemam from South
Carolina [Mr. TaLLoN] saying they lost
450 manufacturing jobs. I do not know
what the big news is about that. We
keep hearing it every day.

It takes me back, though, to an
amendment that I was able to pass to
the defense that passed this House 241
to 163, that gives a weighted advan-
tage to American firms. It was literally
shot down in the other body, and I
knew it would be. I was told by our
conferees that there was no way of
keeping it.




30160

I am not laying blame on the other
side today. I am not laying blame, and
it is very unpopular on my side. They
elected us here to temper the policies
of the White House. We have not done
it. We have not provided that balance.

And where Mr. TaLLoN is upset
about the Commerce Department’s ac-
tivity to take American businesses to
Mexico, I received an anonymous
packet that shows where Packard
Electric will develop five more plants
in Mexico, and not near the border,
they are moving inside. They have one
plant in West Germany because they
are getting a tax break. And they will
have a fixed population work force in
America, folks, which means through
attrition, when a person retires, they
will use their job in America. I think it
is high time that if we have to appeal
to this side of the aisle, you were elect-
ed to temper that other side. I do not
blame them. I now lay blame on my
own side.

THE B-1 STRATEGIC AIR COM-
MAND PENETRATOR AIRCRAFT

(Mr. DORNAN of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend their remarks.)

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, in defense, little things
happen all around this world that we
really are not tracking or aware of in
this body.

In the history of the U.S. Air Force,
October will go down as a prime
month for that select few who protect
our way of life.

On the first of this month, the first
B-1 Strategic Air Command penetra-
tor aircraft went on active duty alert
armed with nuclear weapons to main-
tain the peace in this world. It was at
Dyess Air Force Base, in Mr. STEN-
HoOLM's district in Texas. The pilot was
Capt. John Schilstrom; the copilot,
Capt. Richard Davis; the offensive sys-
tems officer, Capt. Steven Clark; the
defensive systems officer, Capt. Timo-
thy Young. The proud commander of
that 96th Bombardment Wing is Col.
Bob Dempsey; and the commander of
the 15th Air Force out in my area at
March Air Force Base is Lt. Gen.
James E. Light.

We could have had this plane stand-
ing alert 5 years earlier if it was not
for the confusion about defense in this
body. With a 5-year delay, but better
than never, we will have a total com-
plement of combat-ready aircraft at
Dyess Air Force Base by December
1986, Ellsworth by September 1987,
Grand Forks a few months after that,
and McConnell, KS, will have a com-
plement of their B-1 aircraft totally
arrived between February 1988 and
June of next year.
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I thank all the Members that sup-
ported this great aircraft and gave our
young pilots in the Strategic Air Com-
mand something other than a kamika-
ze mission and it is too bad that we
cannot replace every B-52 within the
next few years. I look forward to sup-
porting the B-2, that is the Stealth
bomber program.

I tell my friends in the Air Force:
Get around to naming the B-2 and
stop calling it by its test designation.

WE DO NOT BELIEVE IN PAYING
MORE AND GETTING LESS

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker,
the high noon stakes keep going on
and we see everybody wanting to emu-
late Clint Eastwood or John Wayne or
whatever, threatening to close down
Government; threatening to do all
sorts of things.

Let us put the record straight: No. 1,
the President is in Iceland and his
hands are not tied. We have not cou-
pled the arms control agreements to
any of the short-term continuing reso-
lutions that will keep this Government
going. I think we should make that
very clear because a lot of disinforma-
tion is going out on that issue.

No. 2, to close this Government
down you will not save money. Once
again, I remind this body that my sub-
committee has finished an extensive
study showing it will cost $62 million a
day to close this Government down.
That is a very high ticket price for
that kind of political theater.

This body will do everything it can
do to keep the Government running.
We do not believe in paying more and
getting less. That is exactly what will
happen if the President refuses to
keep it going.

So I hope we keep the facts straight
and I hope we do not get into some
kind of stampede mentality that just
costs money and gets us less and
angers taxpayers more.

THANKS, MR. SPEAKER

(Mr. MONTGOMERY asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
during your distinguished administra-
tion as Speaker of the House, you
have provided great leadership and
support for many programs to en-
hance the lives of millions of Ameri-
cans. No group of citizens have bene-
fited more from your service than our
Nation's veterans and their families,
and they will never forget you.

Never once have you wavered in
your support of veterans legislation
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and hundreds of bills have passed this
House and become law during your
years as Speaker. One of your greatest
accomplishments has been to bring
back the new GI bill for the young
men and women who serve in the
Armed Forces. 1 have talked with hun-
dreds of service personnel since we en-
acted the bill in late 1984, and once
again bright men and women are join-
ing the services because of the new GI
bill.

Before you leave the House, on
behalf of these men and women and
some 28 million living veterans, and 55
million dependents of veterans, I
would like to say, “thank you, Mr.
Speaker.”

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO
CERTAIN STANDING COMMIT-
TEES OF THE HOUSE

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 585) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the privileged resolu-
tion, as follows:

H. Res. 585

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be, and they are hereby, elected to the
following standing committees of the House
of Representatives:

Committee on Armed Services: Neil Aber-
crombie, Hawaii;

Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation: Mario Biaggi, New York; and

Committee on Veterans' Affairs: Charles
W. Stenholm, Texas.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GODSPEED AND GOOD LUCK,
NEIL

(Ms. OAKAR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 30
seconds.)

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I wanted
to simply pay tribute to NEIL ABER-
croMBIE of Hawaii, who, in his brief
stay in Congress has cast very momen-
tous votes. So much so that there is an
important article in the New York
Times about him. He is one of the
finest Members that I have served
with.

We will really miss him and we want
to wish him well. Godspeed and good
luck, NEIL.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
SENATE

The SPEAKER laid before the

House the following communication
from the Senate:

Ordered, That the Secretary be directed to
communicate to the President of the United
States and to the House of Representatives
the order and judgment of the Senate in the
case of Harry E. Claiborne and transmit a
certified copy of same to each.
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JUDGMENT

The Senate having tried Harry E. Clai-
borne, United States District Judge for the
District of Nevada, upon four Articles of Im-
peachment exhibited against him by the
House of Representatives, and two-thirds of
the Senators present having found him
gulilty of the charges contained in the First,
Second, and Fourth Articles of Impeach-
ment.: it is therefore,

Ordered and adjudged, That the said
Harry E. Claiborne be, and he is hereby re-
moved from the office.

WE OWE IT TO OURSELVES AND
TO THE AMERICAN PEOPLE

(Mr. LEVINE of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr.
Speaker, in the wake of the downing
of an American transport plane by the
Nicaraguan Army, persistent reports
of Saudi Arabian funding of the Con-
tras have once again surfaced in the
press.

Some months ago, the press report-
ed that the Saudis have been funnel-
ing substantial funds to the Contras.
These reports said that the Saudi sup-
port of the Contras was part of the
1982 AWAC's sale and were being co-
ordinated by former high-ranking
American defense officials.

My hometown newspaper, the Los
Angeles Times, yesterday cited a
Contra official as the source of its
story. Newsday ran a similar story
citing Pentagon sources. While both
the State Department and the Saudi
Government have denied these stories,
it certainly appears that something is
going on here. These renewed press re-
ports deserve to be fully investigated
by the appropriate committees of the
Congress.

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I do not know
what the facts are in this case, but I
do believe that we in this House have
a responsibility to get to the truth. We
owe it both to ourselves and to the
American people.

SUPPORT THE UNEMPLOYED
PARENT PROGRAM

(Mr. FORD of Tennessee asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of the Unem-
ployed Parent Program that is a part
of the reconciliation that has been re-
ported from the House Ways and
Means Committee. I understand that
on the other side of the Capitol in the
other body now there has been talk
from some of the leaders that reconcil-
iation cannot come back to the House
floor until such time that we would
drop the unemployed parent provision.

I certainly would hope that my col-
leagues here in the House would send
a very clear m to our colleagues
on the other side of the Capitol com-
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municating that we need the Unem-
ployed Parent Program. It is a pro-
gram that we have had in reconcilia-
tion for the past 3 years. I do not see
why half of the States of this Nation
who have opted out to not participate
in the Unemployed Parent Program to
say to the profamily, structured fami-
lies of this Nation that a father has
every right to live in the household, to
be with his children. We should not
deny the children of this Nation in
half of the States that their father
must leave the home in order for them
to be eligible for Aid to Families with
Dependent Children.

I certainly would urge my colleagues
here in the House to let us be firm on
that issue and hopefully that the
Members of the other body will send
back in that conference reconciliation
that they will recede to the House and
agree that the father in fact should be
a part of the family structure.
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INTERFERENCE WITH VOTERS'
RIGHTS

(Mr. FRENZEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, judging
by a recent editorial, the Washington
Post seems to believe that vote fraud
and ballot-stuffing are rare and isolat-
ed instances in American politics.

Unfortunately, that is not the case.
According to undisputed testimony
before the Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee, more than 100,000 fraudulent
votes were cast in the city of Chicago
in the 1982 election. The 1982 guber-
natorial race was decided by approxi-
mately 5,000 votes. There have been
numerous vote-buying indictments in
the Eighth Congressional District of
Indiana arising out of the 1984 elec-
tion which the Democrat Members of
Congress say was won by four votes by
the present Democrat Congressman.
Last year, a State representative in
Hawaii was sentenced to a 5-year jail
term for voter registration fraud.

Two Members of this House from
Louisiana have resigned under indict-
ment or threat of indictment, and one
of them was sent to jail.

The emperors in the glass palace at
the Washington Post seem to be
dressed in their normal suit of clothes.
It is about time for them to take a se-
rious look at the problem.

The worst inference with voters’
rights in this country is if one’s vote is
invalidated by the vote of a tomb-
stone, lightpost, a fire hydrant, a fill-
ing station, or an empty lot. It is about
time we got to work on this problem.
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REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION
751, FURTHER CONTINUING AP-
PROPRIATIONS, 1987

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Appropriations be discharged
from further consideration of the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 751) making
further continuing appropriations for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
1987, and for other purposes, and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I ask the chairman
if he would consider changing the date
of the resolution from October 15, to
Saturday, midnight, October 11.

There is still some hope that we can
reach an agreement in conference
today, but on my side of the aisle the
leadership feels that an extension
through the 15th will simply grind ev-
erything to a halt for the next few
days and we will go home for the
weekend and we will not get much
done until again on Tuesday.

Mr., WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I
would be glad to consider it; however,
I would not be able to agree. I am glad
to have a recess while we discuss the
wisdom of continuing it to Saturday.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, on behalf
of the leadership, I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF HOUSE JOINT RESO-
LUTION 751, FURTHER CON-
TINUING APPROPRIATIONS,
1987

Mr. MOAEKLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 583 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 583

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 751) making
further continuing appropriations for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1987, and
for other purposes, in the House, debate on
the joint resolution shall continue not to
exceed one hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Appro-
priations, and the previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the joint resolu-
tion to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit,
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MoAKLEY] is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. LaTrTal, and
pending that, I yield myself such time
as I may consume,

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 583
is the rule providing for the consider-
ation in the House of House Joint Res-
olution 751 making further continuing
appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1987.

Mr. Speaker, the rule provides 1
hour of general debate, equally divided
between the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Appropriations, and provides for one
motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, what this is, is an ex-
tension of the current continuing reso-
lution that the House passed on
Wednesday October 8, through
Wednesday October 15, 1986. A basic
5-day extension that would allow the
funding of nonessential Government
services through the holiday weekend.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is a
result of an agreement between both
majority and minority members on
the Appropriations Committee, that
will allow the conferees more time to
continue to work out any differences
and ultimately reach an agreement for
a final spending bill.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in
order a resolution to extend the con-
tinuing resolution appropriation until
QOctober 15, 1986. According to testi-
mony in the Rules Committee, this is
the same language passed by the
House and signed by the President 2
days ago, except for the date change.
There is no language in this resolution
dealing with air traffic controllers or
any other extraneous material.

Mr. Speaker, the existing extension
of the continuing appropriation ex-
pires at midnight tonight. If nothing is
done the Government will be without
funds tomorrow morning.

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides for
consideration in the House. That
means the continuing resolution ap-
propriation extension can be debated
for up to 1 hour. But no amendments
will be in order. The rule does provide
for one motion to recommit. However,
because of the limited scope of this
resolution extending the continuing
appropriation, about the only things
that could be changed by a motion to
recommit with instructions would be
the October 15 date or the addition of
a limitation on the use of the funds.

Mr. Speaker, I will support this rule
so that the House may have an oppor-
tunity to work its will on still another
extension of the continuing appropria-
tion.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I

move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 265, nays

115, not voting 52, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Akaka
Alexander
Anderson
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Aspin

Atkins

Beilenson
Bennett
Berman
Bevill
Biaggl
Bliley
Boggs
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boulter
Boxer
Brown (CA)
Bruce
Bryant
Bustamante
Byron
Carper
Carr
Chapman
Chappell
Clay
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conte
Cooper
Coughlin
Coyne
Crockett
Darden
Daschle

de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
DioGuardi
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Dowdy
Downey
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Eckart (OH)
Eckert (NY)

[Roll No. 4581
YEAS—265

Edwards (CA)
Emerson
English
Erdreich
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fazio
Feighan
Fish

Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley

Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank
Frost
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Glickman
Goodling
Gordon
Gradison
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Green
Guarini
Hall, Ralph
Hamilton
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Hertel
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Jacobs
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kastenmeijer
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kolter
LaFalce
Lantos
Latta
Leath (TX)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lipinski
Loeffler
Long
Lujan

Luken
MacKay
Manton
Markey
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Matsul
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
MecCollum
McDade
McHugh
McKinney
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moorhead
Morrison (CT)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Neal
Nelson
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Ortiz
Panetta
Parris
Pease
Penny
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Porter
Price
Quillen
Rangel

Ray

Regula
Reid
Richardson
Ridge
Rinaldo
Ritter
Robinson
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Raose
Rostenkowskil
Roth
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
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Roybal
Sabo
Savage
Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Schuette
Schumer
Sharp
Shelby
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Solarz
Spratt

Archer
Armey
Badham
Barton
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Boehlert
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Burton (IN)
Callahan
Carney
Chandler
Chappie
Cheney
Coats
Cobey
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Courter
Craig

Crane
Dannemeyer
Daub

Davis
Delay
DeWine
Dickinson
Dornan (CA)
Dreier
Duncan
Evans (IA)
Fawell
Fiedler
Fields
Franklin
Frenzel
Gallo
Gekas
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St Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stenholm
Btratton
Studds
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Tauzin
lor
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Udall
Valentine
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer

NAYS—115

Gingrich
Gonzalez

Gregg
Gunderson
Hammerschmidt
Hansen

Hendon
Henry
Hiler
Hopkins
Hubbard
Hunter
Hyde
Ireland
Jeffords
Kasich
EKemp
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Leach (IA)
Lent

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Livingston
Lioyd

Lott
Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lungren
Mack
Madigan
Marlenee
McCandless
McEwen
MeGrath
McEernan
McMillan
Meyers
Miller (WA)

Waldon
‘Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Wheat
Whitley
Whitten
Wise

Wolf

Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie

Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)

Molinari
Monson
Morrison (WA)
Nielson

Oxley

Pashayan
Petri
Pursell
Roberts
Roemer
Saxton
Schaefer
Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Smith, Denny
(OR)
Smith, Robert
(NH)

Smith, Robert
(OR)
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Strang
Stump
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swindall
Thomas (CA)
Vander Jagt
Vucanovich
Walker
Whittaker

NOT VOTING—52

Andrews
Bartlett
Bentley
Boland
Boucher
Breaux
Brooks
Burton (CA)
Campbell
Conyers
Daniel
Dixon

Early

Edgar
Edwards (OK)
Fowler
Fuqua
Grotberg

Hall (OH)
Hartnett
Hillis

Holt

Jones (OK)
Eaptur
Kindness
Eolbe
Kostmayer
Leland
Lundine
McCain
McCurdy
Mitchell
Moore
Nichols
Olin
Owens
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Rahall
Rudd
Russo
Schulze
Seiberling
Snyder
Stokes
Tauke
Traxler
Weber
Weiss
Whitehurst
Williams
Wilson
Wirth
Zschau

Mr. FAWELL changed his vote from
“yea’” to “nay.”

Mr. BONKER changed his vote from
“nay” to “yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.




October 10, 1986

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERMISSION TO HAVE UNTIL
MIDNIGHT MONDAY, OCTOBER
13, 1986, TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 5234, DEPART-
MENT OF THE INTERIOR AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1987

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the managers
may have until midnight, October 13,
19886, to file a conference report on the
bill (H.R. 5234) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1987, and for
other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MaTsvul). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

FURTHER CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS, 1987

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 583 I call up
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 751)
making further continuing appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1987, and for other pur-
poses, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the joint resolution.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. Res. 751

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That section 102(c)
of the joint resolution of October 9, 1986
(Public Law 99-464) is hereby amended by
striking out “October 10, 1986” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “October 15, 1986".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 583, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHiT-
TEN] will be recognized for 30 minutes
and the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. ConTE] will be recognized
for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN].

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, this is a short-term ex-
tension of the existing continuing res-
olution to carry forward Government
programs until next Wednesday, Octo-
ber 15, at midnight.

This is a one-word resolution. It
strikes out the reference to October 10
and insert October 15, 1986. No other
changes are made to the current CR,
which the President signed and is in
place.

I would remind my colleagues that
the continuing resolution which I just
made reference to does not carry the
so-called controller language that the
President objected to and which
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caused a veto the other day. This ex-
tension does not carry that language.

Our conferees, and I hope Members
will listen to this, continue to meet.
We are making progress. Senator HaT-
FIELD, the chairman of our conference,
with my approval, announced that he
would be able to conclude conference
this afternoon and produce a bill that
will go to the President, hopefully
agreeable, but at any rate it will move.
That would give time to do the neces-
sary paperwork to bring the confer-
ence agreement to the House floor
Tuesday morning.

This extension for 5 days should be
noncontroversial. It continues the or-
dinary operations of the Government
until next Wednesday, and it should
avoid a Government shutdown.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, so that the House
knows at least where I am coming
from, there will be a motion to recom-
mit on this side of the aisle offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Lewis] to extend the CR until mid-
night Saturday. Should that motion
not prevail, and I am not urging
anyone else to follow me, I will vote
for the resolution of the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] to
extend the CR until Wednesday.

Why do I feel that we should have it
until midnight tomorrow night? I
think that we should keep everyone’s
feet to the fire. As I said earlier this
week, in a colloquy with the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. WrigHT], I
think that we are moving in the right
direction. Last night we had reports to
the full conference. There were only
three subcommittees who had a signif-
icant number of items in disagree-
ment; they were Defense, Foreign Op-
erations, and Commerce-Justice-State.

Then there were other subcommit-
tees who had other items not as sub-
stantial as those in disagreement, and
it looked like we were making some
progress.

However, I feel that if we go to the
15th, the Congress will adjourn here
at I understand 3 o'clock, and the con-
ferees will go home. They will go
home for Saturday, Sunday, and
Monday, and then come back Tuesday,
and I think that we will be in here
again next Wednesday for another
continuation of the CR. This is unfor-
tunate.

Let me say this: Even though there
has been progress, there are a lot of
real big issues out there about which
the administration keeps calling and
saying, “If any one of these single
items are in the bill we will not sign
the continuing resolution."”

Let me give a couple. There is the :

PATCO issue. I keep telling OMB that
the PATCO issue is in the Senate and
the House, in both versions. I do not

30163

know how you are going to get the
PATCO issue out of there. There is
double breasting in the Health and
Human Services Subcommittee. There
is labor protection in regard to the
merger of the airlines. With any one
of those, they say, there is going to be
a veto.

Then of course we have the six
issues that they are complaining about
in the Defense appropriation, not even
to mention, the amount of money in
the Defense appropriation, of course.
The one that is in complete disarray is
Foreign Operations. Everything is
broken down there between the House
and the Senate. So we have some real
difficult, knotty problems.

Again, and I do not want to sound
like a broken record, and I am looking
at the next Speaker of the House, I
hope that the 100th Congress will do
the right thing. I hope that we will
not be in this quagmire that we are in
right now.
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We are at a point where we cannot
legislate any more. The first thing we
ought to do is repeal Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings. It is not working. The other
thing we ought to do is repeal the
Budget Act. It is not working.

We just cannot keep going on shov-
ing these things back on the burner. I
just hope that the debt limit comes to
the floor with an open rule so that I
can tack on some amendments to
repeal both of those laws so that we
can come into the 100th Congress and
we will be a streamlined Congress.

What we have set up here is another
bureaucracy in the Budget Act which
tied up all of the appropriation bills
over there until they had a 302 alloca-
tion. And here we are in the second
week, coming into the second week of
the new fiscal year and we have not
passed one appropriation bill.

I wonder what Gorbachev will be
thinking when he sits down with
President Reagan over in Iceland. You
want to talk about these big issues.
You cannot even run the Government
over there. The Government is at a
standstill. It is a joke.

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. 1 yield to my good
friend, the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. HOPEKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate my colleague yielding.

There are some of us, however, that
feel that we might be better off if we
repealed the Appropriations Commit-
tee in this place.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, as usual,
the gentleman from Kentucky has
really done his homework.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.
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Mr. GEEKAS. Mr. Speaker, does the
gentleman have any indication as to
the intention of the President with re-
spect to this particular CR if we
should pass one that is now on the
floor?

Mr. CONTE. The only thing I can
say is he left for Iceland. On the steps
of the plane he said that he did not
want any more extensions.

Well that is fine and dandy, but let
us face the realities. You might get
away with no extension because of
Saturday, Sunday, and the holiday
Monday. But you come in here and
you shut that Government down Tues-
day, and you are going to be paying
about $100 million a day wasted, right
down the drain like corn down a rat-
hole because you do not have a con-
tinuing resolution.

We do not have money to spend for
a new pair of shoes around here.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. I thank my friend for
yielding. The suggestion about abol-
ishing House committees wholly aside,
I would like to engage my friend in a
colloquy.

My friend from Massachusetts is a
soft-spoken gentleman, and I know we
all want to hear his wisdom. I just ask
my friend, we all want to pass this bill
and we all want to pass it as soon as
we can, and there is progress being
made. It is frustrating that the

progress has not been made more rap-

idly, obviously.

But does it not really make sense to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
that we extend it until Tuesday or
Wednesday, given the fact that even if
it were resolved in conceptual form in
the committee today it still would take
until next week to put it into legal
form? And given the fact further that
the other body has already adjourned
for the weekend, and they ere just in
pro forma session today and will not
be in session tomorrow. So does it not
really make sense that we go ahead
and extend it wuntil Tuesday or
Wednesday of next week so that we do
not have to come in here and look like
we are in total disarray and do this
same thing all over again?

Mr. CONTE. Well, if the other body
is in a pro forma session, how are they
going to handle this continuing resolu-
tion?

Mr. WRIGHT. That is a good ques-
tion. I am sorry to say I do not have
the answer to that.

While we are abolishing things,
maybe we could consider—

Mr. CONTE. We might as well not
even act on this if they are not going
to act on it.

Mr. WRIGHT. At least, if they were
unable to take action on it, the House
would be on record. If the Govern-
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ment came to a crashing halt, it would
not be on our head.

Let me just remind the gentleman of
our collogquy 2 days ago in which I
think we both agreed that Tuesday
was a more realistic expectation than
Friday. The gentleman and I had a
colloquy in the ReEcorp and the gentle-
man from Massachuseits agreed at
that time. I said would the gentleman
agree that Tuesday is a more realistic
expectation, and the gentleman from
Massachusetts, Mr. ConNTE, said he
could not agree more. Mr. Speaker, I
think Tuesday would be more reasona-
ble. Then I said would he agree that if
we give you an extension until Friday,
which we agreed to do, and then would
do our dead level best to try to find
some common ground on which we
could satisfy it, and then come back,
and if we were not successful extend it
again, and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts:

Certainly, I would give the gentleman my
word on that, and then come Friday after-
noon around this time if it looks like we are
not going to come to a settlement, then I
would support my good chairman and have
another continuing resolution which brings
us in to some other day next week.

That is where we are now.

Mr. CONTE. Let me respond to that.
If I correctly remember, that was
around 3 o’clock in the afternoon.

Mr. WRIGHT. 2:20.

Mr. CONTE. It was 2:20 in the after-
noon, and here we are at 11:15 in the
morning,

Certainly the gentleman heard me
in the colloquy with my chairman. I
would prefer to make it midnight and
will vote to make it midnight Satur-
day. If that fails, then I will support
the chairman to make it Tuesday.

Mr. WRIGHT. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, the confer-
ees I know have been meeting. Are you
going to resume meeting soon?

Mr. CONTE. They are supposed to,
yves, Agriculture is supposed to be
meeting. Commerce is supposed to
meet.

Mr. LOTT. Are we making progress?
The gentleman was saying last week, I
think the chairman was saying
progress was being made, agreements
were being reached in transportation,
in HUD, and all of these other areas.

Mr. CONTE. We are making
progress. I reported that three com-
mittees have not reported because
they have major, major differences.
All of the other committees have re-
ported with certain exceptions. Public
Works has a couple of problems with
Senator HATFIELD on the nuclear waste
dump, which I hope the House is not
going to get into.

Mr. LOTT. I certainly agree on that.
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Mr. CONTE. If any of you have been
targeted, you ought to be following
this one. This is a real hot issue.

Then there are a lot of other issues
out there that I mentioned, double-
breasting, PATCO, labor protection.

Mr. LOTT. Were those not the same
issues that were holding us up a week
ago and will be holding us up a week
from now if we allow it to continue to
just drag on? Let me ask the gentle-
man that.

Mr. CONTE. A week ago today we
had not settled anything, so we have
made some progress. We are moving
very quickly, at a snail’s pace.

Mr. LOTT. Then we are really down
to the same issues that we knew we
would wind up being deadlocked on
days or weeks ago, right? I mean they
are the things like PATCO and nucle-
ar waste and arms control and a few
things like that. But will the conferees
meet tonight and tomorrow?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the chairman,
the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, of
course I cannot speak for the leader-
ship on this side or that side, but I
would call attention to the fact that I
stated a while ago when perhaps many
people did not hear it. In the first
place, may I say all subcommittees are
meeting, trying to resolve those differ-
ences,

But last evening, Senator HATFIELD,
who is chairman of our conference
this year, announced that he will be
able to conclude conference this after-
noon and produce a bill that will go to
the President, hopefully agreeable,
but at any rate it will move. That
would give some time to do the neces-
sary paperwork to bring the confer-
ence agreement to the House floor on
Tuesday for a vote.

The Senator announced yesterday
that those places where they were in
disagreement at this stage or by this
afternoon, it is evident that they are
not going to agree until the last
minute.

Mr. LOTT. That is right, and that is
my point.

Mr, WHITTEN. I am telling the gen-
tleman what he said, which meant
that if there is disagreement, he
agrees that we are going to have a
vote, and then the outcome will be
brought before the floor for a decision
by the House itself.
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Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield just one more
moment, to make my key point, and
that will be it.

The conferees are never going to
agree until the last minute. They are
not going to agree until we say not one
more second, not one more extension,
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not now, not tomorrow—let us get this
thing over with. We will be here next
Thursday if we keep granting these
extensions.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, we can talk big and
mean every word of it, but we still
have to deal with our colleagues—we
can make strong statements here and
we are very serious and sincere about
them, but there is another body in
this Congress; we cannot speak for
them.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. 1 yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, it is my intention at the end of the
debate to present a motion to recom-
mit to change the date from Wednes-
day to the 11th.

The reason for doing that, even
though I totally agree with the point
made by Mr. LorT a moment ago,
these extensions are crazy. Nonethe-
less we should attempt at least to pass
a resolution that might be acceptable
to the administration; so we keep the
pressure on our committees and try to
get our work done by Saturday night.

Otherwise, it is very clear that the
majority of the committee people
around here will wander off, go home;
we will get back to meeting maybe on
Wednesday. We will be through all
next week. Either we close the Gov-
ernment down for a month or another
continuation will take place.

I will present that motion and I urge
its adoption.

Mr. CONTE, Mr. Speaker, I want to
make one observation based on the
colloguy the two gentleman from Mis-
sissippi had.

The gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. WHITTEN], my chairman, is abso-
lutely right. It takes two to tango. Let
me give you one example: This House
passed my amendment on a farm pay-
ment limitation unanimously. We have
been in that conference on agricul-
ture, and the chairman over there on
the other side just will not even dis-
cuss the thing. Will not discuss it.

We discussed it once yesterday
morning, and then he keeps on saying:
“We'll take it to the full conference.
We’'ll take it to the full conference.”
Hoping that some way, somewhere, at
midnight or 3 o'clock in the morning,
he is going to be able to kill that
amendment which is only a tiny, tiny
little step forward in trying to clean
up that farm program that this year
alone, in CCC payments, has cost us
over $26 billion.

The presses down there in the
Bureau of Engraving are not going to
be able to roll fast enough next year
to pay the money that we need for the
farm program, in 1985. That is just
one example.
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Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. 1 yield to the gentle-

man.
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, extending that point, it is most dis-
concerting that the leadership around
here, on the other side of the aisle, is
attempting to suggest that the reason
we have this problem, this immediate
and urgent problem, is because the
President wants to somehow close
down the Government.

The fact is, we are in this position
because our committees have been
holding their hands for the entire year
doing very little of the work that we
have to get done.

At the last moment, we are attempt-
ing to use the CR, a half a trillion
dollar bill, to authorize every special
project and item that the average
leader around here thinks is important
for his district and for himself.

The CR should not be used for this
purpose. Let us put our feet to the fire
and get our work done.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. 1 yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, here again the Appropriations

Committee is caught in a winch. We
all want to get out of here. The Appro-
priations Committee wants to get out
just as badly as any of you; but just as
the chairman and the ranking member
have said, we are attempting to do

this, but we have run into so many
problems with the other body. They
had the impeachment proceedings;
they could not meet with us for about
3 days. We just could not have the op-
portunity to meet, to work out these
problems.

As the ranking member said, we
have several really large problems
today to work out. We are attempting
to do that. Now you can beat your
chest down here and say “No more ex-
tensions.” Who are you hurting?

Are you hurting Members of this
Congress? No; we will be here; we will
be paid. You are hurting the people
who are completely innocent; the
Border Patrol, Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service; the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, who have to work, no
assurance they are going to be paid;
you are going to be hurting the people
around the country in military service;
the cooks, the caretakers, the guards,
all of these people who in some way
are going to have to be told “Well, on
a promise, you are going to be paid.”

Those are the innocent people here.
By not extending this, you are not
putting any pressure on the Appro-
priations Committee, not in the least.
Because we are going to move as rapid-
ly as we and the other body can get to-
gether and work out these differences.
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So let us be reasonable and let us
extend the thing up until next Tues-
day or Wednesday, and do it right.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, if I can
ask the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Mvyers] a question: If we shut down
the Government tonight can we pay
for the gasoline on Air Force One to
get the President back?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. That is ex-
actly right. It happened years ago, you
know, when Congress did not appro-
priate for the fleet; sent it half way
around the world.

It just does not make any sense not
to extend it reasonably. Because the
time, if nothing else, just the time to
get paperwork done and do it right. Do
you folks want another Gramm-Latta
where things were printed in there,
telephone numbers? Let us do it right.
It is going to take time; we all want to
get home, but let us do it right.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BrooMrFIELD] to speak out of
order.

YUGOSLAVIA SET TO FREE
AMERICAN DETAINEES

(Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was
given permission to speak out of order
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
have got some very, very good news
for the Congress; and I think they de-
serve a great deal of credit. I have just
received word from our American Am-
bassador in Yugoslavia, John Scanlon,
that not only Peter Ivezaj of Detroit,
MI, but the other two that we have
been concerned about will be freed
within 24 hours.

I want to say that I believe it was
the result of the heavy congressional
pressure and more than 150 Members
indicated their support when I offered
the bill, along with Congressmen Fas-
ceLl. and HErRTEL and YArRTON and
SimoNs yesterday for cutting off the
most-favored-nation status.

I think that, along with the State
Department’s efforts, have brought
this result, and I want to send my best
wishes to the Ivezaj family. Their
nightmare is now over.

All of you know the background of
it; he had been sentenced for 7 years;
and I believe that the Yugoslav Gov-
ernment has seen the light. Let us
hope that we do not have any more
cases of innocent human beings being
held for no reason.

I hope that these problems are over
once and for all, Mr. Speaker. Wel-
come home, Peter and the others.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HERTEL] to speak out of
order.
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CONGRATULATING THE HOUSE
ON QUICK RESPONSE TO THE
HOSTAGE-TAKING IN YUGO-
SLAVIA

(Mr. HERTEL of Michigan asked
and was given permission to speak out
of order for 1 minute.)

Mr. HERTEL of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I just want to commend the
ranking member of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, Mr. BROOMFIELD, my
Michigan colleague, and the chairman
of the Foreign Affairs Committee for
doing so much work and spending time
daily on the release of this hostage
from Yugoslavia.

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HERTEL of Michigan. I yield to
the gentlewoman from California.

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
would like to express my appreciation
to Congressman BRrooMrIELD for the
outstanding job he has done. One of
those three hostages happens to have
been a constituent of mine, and I am
extremely pleased that he has been
successful in implying the necessary
leverage to make certain that they are
freed, and let us hope that this does
not see a repeat in the future.

Mr. HERTEL of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, we are joyous that our Amer-
icans are going to be coming home,
and while we are in the midst of this
debate right now, and considering
some of the partisanship that goes on
in the last few weeks and during the
entire session, I want to remind the

citizens of this country how we can
work together in a bipatisan fashion
and how this Congress can agree and
come together so completely.

Over 150 Members, within 24 hours,
were so angered by these hostages
being taken that they cosponsored the

bill that we introduced yesterday.
That shows how we can move quickly
and in a unified fashion for freedom
for our American citizens.

I congratulate this House.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. SMITH].
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
am amazed that we hear the same
rhetoric here today we heard a year
ago without putting your finger on
one of the main reasons why we are
here. The defense authorizing commit-
tee is 1 year behind on its authoriza-
tions. It did not even start hearings
until February on the 1987 authoriza-
tion, and that was a year late. They
should have started hearings on the
1988 authorization. Right now, down-
town they have already sent the re-
quests to OMB for the 1988 authoriza-
tion for defense, and they do not have
an authorization bill for a guideline.
They make up their own. They will
start the hearings in February on the
1988 authorization when we have al-
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ready gotten up here the appropria-
tion request. That is a year late. It is
irrelevant. There are no guidelines. So
we wait around here until August to
bring out a bill that is a year late, tack
on some things that are policy issues
onto that bill and let that bill hold us
up. We should ignore the bill if it is a
year late. The only way to do that is to
do what the gentleman from Florida,
Mr. FasceLL, chairman of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs, did when he
became chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, he had 2-year authori-
zation bills, two of them back to back.
He is ahead now. They are sending up
their appropriations requests in Feb-
ruary based upon an authorization
that was used as a guideline that they
had to go by.

So it is about time we focus on the
real issue around here, and that is to
get the authorizations in in time so
that the appropriation requests are
based upon that.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Yes, I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. STRATTON. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman
forgets that the House Budget Com-
mittee is the one that sets the stand-
ards for the expenditures of all of the
committees and the Budget Commit-
tee, as the gentleman from Massachu-
setts has indicated, has been the real
problem. We do not get a chance to
know what the figure is from the
Budget Committee until March or the
middle of April.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Well, the gen-
tleman is talking about setting the
limits for the expenditures. The gen-
tleman is not dealing with the limits
for expenditures, you are dealing with
the guidelines for the Defense Depart-
ment. That is the problem. You
cannot deal with appropriations in an
authorization bill. It ought to be sepa-
rate.

We ought to have to go by the guide-
lines in the authorization bill and you
leave the appropriations to the Appro-
priations Committee.

Mr. STRATTON. We have the same
guidelines you have.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
consideration of House Joint Resolu-
tion 751, and that I may include tabu-
lar and extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MaTtsvr). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Mississip-

i?
¥ There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 583, the pre-
vious question is ordered.
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The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time,
and was read the third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED EY MR. LEWIS

OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a motion to recommit with
instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the joint resolu-
tion?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I am opposed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Lewis of California moves to recom-
mit House Joint Resolution 751 to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, with instructions
to that committee to report the joint resolu-
tion back to the House forthwith, with the
following amendment: In line 5, strike “Oc-
tober 15" and insert in lieu thereof “Octo-
ber 11",

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Lewis] wish to debate his motion?

Mr. LEWIS of California. I do not,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, the previous question is
ordered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

Pursuant to the provisions of clause
5 of rule XV, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device, if or-
dered, will be taken on the question of
passage of the joint resolution. Mem-
bers will record their votes by elec-
tronic device.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 158, nays
222, not voting 52, as follows:

[Roll No. 4591
YEAS—158

Burton (IN)
Callahan
Carney
Chandler
Chappie
Cheney
Clinger
Coats
Cobey
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
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Dreier
Duncan
Eckert (NY)
Emerson
Evans (IA)
Fawell
Fiedler

Gregg
Gunderson
Hall, Ralph
Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Hendon
Henry

Hiler
Hopkins
Hunter
Ireland
Jeffords
Johnson
Kemp
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Leach (IA)

Lowery (CA)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Akaka
Alexander
Anderson
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Barnard

Barnes
Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Bevill
Biaggi
Boggs
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boxer
Broomf{ield
Brown (CA)
Bruce
Bryant
Bustamante
Byron
Carper
Carr

Chapman
Chappell

Clay

Coelho
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Cooper

de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
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Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Lungren
Mack
Madigan
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
MeCandless
McDade
McEwen
McGrath
McEernan
McKinney
MeMillan
Meyers
Michel
Miller (WA)
Molinari
Monson
Moorhead
Morrison (WA)
Nielson
Packard
Parris
Pashayan
Petri

Pickle
Porter
Pursell
Quillen

Ray

Regula
Ridge
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts
Robinson
Roemer
Rogers
Roth
Roukema

NAYS—222

Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Dowdy
Downey
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Eckart (OH)
Edwards (CA)
English
Erdreich
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fazio
Feighan
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank
Frost
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Guarini
Hamilton
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Hertel
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Hyde
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Rowland (CT)
Saxton
Schaefer
Schneider
Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)

Smith, Robert
(NH)
Smith, Robert
(OR)
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Stenholm
Strang
Stratton
Stump
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swindall
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Vander Jagt
Vucanovich
Walker
Weber
Whittaker
Wirth
Wolf
Wortley
Young (FL)

Jacobs
Jenkins
Jones (NC)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kolter
LaFalce
Lantos
Leathk (TX)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lightfoot
Long
Luken
Lundine
Manton
Markey
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McHugh
Mica
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Morrison (CT)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Neal
Nelson
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Ortiz

Oxley Shelby Udall
Panetta Sikorski Valentine
Pease Sisisky Vento
Penny Skelton Visclosky
Pepper Slattery Volkmer
Perkins Smith (FL) Waldon
Rangel Smith (IA) ‘Walgren
Reid Smith (NE) Watkins
Richardson Solarz Waxman
Rodino Spratt Weaver
Roe St Germain Wheat
Rose Staggers Whitley
Rostenkowski  Stallings Whitten
Rowland (GA) Stark Williams
Roybal Studds Wise
Sabo Swift Wolpe
Savage Synar Wright
Scheuer Tallon Wyden
Schroeder Thomas (GA) Wylie
Schuette Torres Yates
Schumer Torricelli Yatron
Seiberling Towns Young (AK)
Sharp Traficant Young (MO)

NOT VOTING—52

Andrews Hartnett Nichols
Bartlett Hillis Olin
Bentley Holt Owens
Boland Jones (OK) Price
Boucher Kaptur Rahall
Breaux Kindness Rudd
Brooks Kolbe Russo
Burton (CA) Kostmayer Schulze
Campbell Latta Snyder
Conyers Leland Stokes
Daniel Lipinski Tauke
Early MacKay Traxler
Edgar Martinez Weiss
Edwards (OK) McCain Whitehurst
Fowler MeCollum Wilson
Fuqua McCurdy Zschau
Grotberg Mitchell

Hall (OH) Moore
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Mr. FEIGHAN changed his vote
from “yea” to “nay.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MaTsvul). The question is on the pas-
sage of the joint resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will remind the members that
this will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—ayes 235, noes
143, not voting 54, as follows:

[Roll No. 4601
AYES—235

Abercrombie Bevill Clay
Ackerman Biaggi Coelho
Akaka Bliley Coleman (TX)
Alexander Boggs Collins
Anderson Boner (TN) Conte
Annunzio Bonior (MI) Cooper
Anthony Bonker Coyne
Applegate Borski Darden
Aspin Bosco de la Garza
Atkins Boulter Dellums
AuCoin Boxer Derrick
Barnard Brown (CA) Dingell
Barnes Bryant DioGuardi
Bateman Bustamante Dixon
Bedell Carper Donnelly
Beilenson Carr Dorgan (ND)
Bennett Chapman Dowdy
Berman Chappell Downey

Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Edwards (CA)
English
Erdreich
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fazio
Feighan
Fish

Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank
Frost
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
G,—n Ai

Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lioyd
Loeffler
Long

Lowry (WA)
Luken
Lundine
Madigan
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McDade
McHugh
McKinney
McMillan
Mica
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Mollohan
Mont Y

Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Green
Guarini
Hamilton
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Hendon
Hertel
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Jones (NC)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kastenmeier
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Eolter
LaFalce
Lantos
Leath (TX)

Archer
Armey
Badham
Barton
Bates
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Boehlert
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Bruce
Burton (IN)
Byron
Callahan
Carney
Chandler
Chappie
Cheney
Clinger
Coats
Cobey
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Coughlin
Courter
Craig

Crane
Crockett
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Daub

Moody
Morrison (CT)
Mrazek

Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Neal
Nelson
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Panetta
Parris
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Quillen
Rangel
Reid
Richardson
Rinaldo
Ritter
Rodino

Rostenkowski
Rowland (GA)

NOES—143

Davis
DeLay
DeWine
Dickinson
Dornan (CA)
Dreier
Duncan
Eckart (OH)
Eckert (NY)
Emerson
Evans (IA)
Fawell
Fiedler
Fields
Franklin
Frenzel
Gallo
Gekas
Gilman
Gingrich
Gregg
Gunderson
Hall, Ralph
Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Henry

Hiler
Hopkins
Hubbard
Hunter
Hyde
Ireland
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Roybal
Sabo
Savage
Saxton
Scheuer
Schneider
Schuette
Schumer
Seiberling
Sharp
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Solarz
Spratt

8t Germain
Staggers
Stark
Stratton
Studds
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Udall
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Waldon
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Wheat
Whitley
Whitten
Williams
Wise

Wolf
Wolpe
Wright
Wyden
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO}

Johnson
Kasich
Kemp
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Leach (IA)
Lent

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Livingston
Lott

Lowery (CA)
Lungren
Mack
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
McCandless
McEwen
MeGrath
McKernan
Meyers
Michel
Miller (WA)
Molinari
Monson
Moorhead
Morrison (WA)
Nielson
Oxley
Packard
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Thomas (CA)
Traficant
Vucanovich
Walker
‘Weber
Whittaker
Wirth
Wortley
Wylie

Moore
Nichols
O

Boland
Boucher
Breaux
Brooks
Burton (CA)
Campbell
Conyers
Daniel
Dicks

Early

Edgar
Edwards (OK)
Fowler

Fuqua
Grotberg

Whitehurst
Wilson
Zschau

Mr. COBLE changed his vote from
uayen to uno.u

So the joint resolution was passed.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

EXTENDING EXCLUSION FROM
UNEMPLOYMENT

FEDERAL
TAX OF WAGES PAID TO CER-
TAIN ALIEN FARMWORKERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
unfinished business is the question of
passage of the bill (H.R. 5679) to
extend the exclusion from Federal un-
employment tax of wages paid to cer-
tain alien farmworkers, on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed on
Thursday, October 9, 1986.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

NATIONAL BUREAU OF STAND-
ARDS AUTHORIZATION ACT,
FISCAL YEAR 1987

Mr. WALGREN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 4354) to
authorize appropriations to the Secre-
tary of Commerce for the programs of
the National Bureau of Standards for
fiscal year 1987, and for other pur-
poses, with a Senate amendment
thereto, and concur in the Senate
amendment.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

That this Act may be cited as the “National
Bureau of Standards Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1987".

AUTHORIZATION FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

Sec. 2. (a) There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary of Commerce
(hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary”)
for fiscal year 1987, to carry out the activi-
ties performed by the National Bureau of
Standards, the sums set forth in the follow-
ing line items:

(1) Measurement research and Standards,
$36,582,000;

(2) Materials Science and Engineering,
$21,228,000;

(3) Engineering Measurements and Stand-
ards, $35,875,000;

(4) Computer Science and Technology,
$7,500,000; and

(5) Research
$22,768,000.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this or any other Act—

(1) of the amounts authorized under sub-
section (a), $1,900,000 is authorized only for
steel technology;

(2) of the amount authorized under para-
graph (3) of subsection (a), $3,470,000 is au-
thorized only for the Center for Building
Technology and $5,402,000 is authorized
only for the Center for Fire Research;

(3) of the amount authorized under para-
graph (4) of subsection (a), $1,000,000 is au-
:.Jhoriaed only for Computer Security Activi-

es;

(4) of the amount authorized under para-
graph (5) of subsection (a), $6,763,000 is au-
thorized only for the Technical Competence
Fund; and

(5) of the amount authorized under para-
graph (5) of subsection (a), $6,500,000 is au-
thorized only for the design, equipment, and
construction of the Cold Neutron Research
Facility.

(c)X1) Funds may be transferred among
the line items listed in subsection (a) so long
as the net funds transferred to or from any
line item do not exceed 10 percent of the
amount authorized for that line item in
each subsection.

(2) In addition, the Secretary may propose
transfers to or from any line item exceeding
10 percent of the amount authorized for
that line item in subsection (a); but a full
and complete explanation of any such pro-
posed transfer and the reason therefor must
be transmitted in writing to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, the President
of the Senate, and the appropriate authoriz-
ing committees of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate, and the proposed
transfer may be made only when thirty cal-
endar days have passed after the transmis-
sion of such written explanation.

(d) The National Bureau of Standards
shall seek reimbursements of not less than
$500,000 from other Federal agencies to
expand its efforts in support of basic scien-
tific research on the atmospheric, climatic,
and environmental consequences of nuclear
explosions and nuclear exchanges.

OFFICE OF PRODUCTIVITY, TECHNOLOGY, AND
INNOVATION

Skec. 3. In addition to the sums authorized
by section 2, there is authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary for fiscal year 1987
the sum of $2,248,000 for the activities of
the Office of Productivity, Technology, and
Innovation.

Support Activities,
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NATIONAL TECHNICAL INFORMATION SERVICE

Skec. 4. In addition to the sums authorized
by sections 2 and 3, there is authorized to
the Secretary for fiscal year 1987 the sum of
$500,000 for the patent licensing activities
of the National Technical Information Serv-
ice.

AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sgec. 5. Appropriations made under the au-
thority provided in this Act shall remain
available for obligation, for expenditure, or
for obligation and expenditure for periods
specified in the Acts making such appropria-
tions.

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO CURRENT AND
PROSPECTIVE EMPLOYEES

Sec. 6. (a) In order to secure the services
of the broadest possible range of talent in
carrying out the programs of the National
Bureau of Standards, the Act of March 3,
1901 (15 U.S.C. 271-278h) is amended by re-
designating section 18 as section 19 and by
inserting after section 17 the following new
section:

“Sec. 18. The Director is authorized to
expend up to 1 per centum of the funds ap-
propriated for activities of the National
Bureau of Standards in any fiscal year, as
the Director may deem desirable, for awards
of research fellowships and other forms of
financial assistance to students at institu-
tions of higher learning within the United
States who show promise as present or
future contributors to the mission of the
Bureau. The selection of persons to receive
such fellowships and assistance shall be
made on the basis of ability and of the rel-
evance of the proposed work to the mission
and programs of the Bureau.”.

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall be effective October 1, 1986.

ASSESSMENT OF EMERGING TECHNOLOGIES
REQUIRING RESEARCH IN METROLOGY

Sec. 7. The Board of Assessment of the
National Bureau of Standards programs
shall include, as part of its annual review,
an assessment of emerging technologies
which are expected to require research in
metrology to keep the Bureau abreast of its
mission, including (but not limited to) Proc-
ess and Quality Control, Technology Trans-
fer, Engineering Databases, High-Perform-
ance Composites, Advanced Ceramics, Fiber
Optics, Microwave Metrology, Bioprocess
Engineering, and Advanced Computing Con-
cepts. Such review shall include estimates of
the cost of the required effort, that required
staffing level, and the period over which the
research will be required.

POST-DOCTORAL FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM

Sec. 8. (a) The Act of March 3, 1901 (15
U.S.C. 271-271h), as amended by section 6 of
this Act, is further amended by redesignat-
ing section 19 as section 20 and by inserting
after section 18 the following new section:

“Sec. 19. The National Bureau of Stand-
ards, in conjunction with the National Acad-
emy of Sciences, shall establish and conduct
a post-doctoral fellowship program which
shall be organized and carried out in sub-
stantially the same manner as the National
Academy of Sciences/National Research
Council Post-Doctoral Research Associate
Program that was in effect prior to 1986,
and which shall include not less than
twenty nor more than forty new fellows per
fiscal year.".

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall be effective October 1, 1987.
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PROCESS AND QUALITY CONTROL AND
CALIBRATION PROGRAMS

Sec. 9. (a) The Director of the National
Bureau of Standards shall hold discussions
with representatives of Federal agencies, in-
cluding the Department of Defense, the De-
partment of Energy, the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration, the Federal
Aviation Administration, the National Insti-
tutes of Health, the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, and the Federal Communica-
tions Commission which use (or the contrac-
tors of which depend on) the process and
quality control and calibration programs of
the Bureau, and with companies, organiza-
tions, and major engineering societies from
the private sector, in order to determine the
extent of the demand for research and serv-
ices under such programs, the appropriate
methods of paying for research and services
under such programs, and the willingness of
Federal agencies and the private sector to
pay for such research and services.

(b) Within six months after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director
shall submit to the Committee on Science
and Technology of the House of Represent-
atives and the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation of the Senate a
report of the Director's findings based on
the discussions held under subsection (a),
together with recommendations for such
legislative actions as may be needed to im-
plement a comprehensive Federal process
and quality control and calibration pro-
gram.

DEMONSTRATION PROJECT RELATING TO
PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT

Sec. 10. (aX1l) The Office of Personnel
Management and the National Bureau of
Standards shall jointly design a demonstra-
tion project which shall be conducted by
the Director of the National Bureau of

Standards.

(2) The demonstration project shall,
except as otherwise provided in this section,
be conducted in accordance with section
4703 of title 5, United States Code, and shall
be counted as a single project for purposes
of subsection (dX2) of such section.

(3) Subject to subsections (f) and (g) of
section 4703 of title 5, United States Code,
the demonstration project shall cover any
position within the National Bureau of
‘tSta.nda.rd.s which would otherwise be subject

00—

(A) subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5,
United States Code, relating to the General
Schedule;

(B) subchapter VIII of chapter 53 of title
5, United States Code, relating to the Senior
Executive Service; or

(C) chapter 54 of title 5, United States
Code, relating to the Performance Manage-
ment and Recognition System.

(b) Under the demonstration project, the
Director of the National Bureau of Stand-
ards shall provide that—

(1) the rate of basic pay for a position may
not be less than the minimum rate of basic
pay, nor more than the maximum rate of
basic pay, payable for the pay band (as re-
ferred to in paragraph 3)) within which
such position has been placed;

(2) the minimum and maximum rates of
basic pay for each pay band shall be adjust-
ed at the times, and by the amounts, provid-
ed for under subsection (c);

(3) positions shall be classified under a
system using pay bands which shall be es-
tablished by combining or otherwise modify-
ing the classes, grades, or other units which
would otherwise be used in classifying the
positions involved;
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(4) employees shall be evaluated under a
performance appraisal system which—

(A) uses peer comparison and ranking
wherever appropriate; and

(B) affords appeal rights comparable to
those afforded under chapter 43 of title 5,
United States Code;

(5)(A) the rate of basic pay of each par-
ticipating employee will be reviewed annual-
ly, and shall be adjusted on the basis of the
appraised performance of the employee; and

(B) subject to subsection (eX4)(A)i), the
adjustment under subparagraph (A) in any
year in the case of any employee whose per-
formance is rated at the fully successful
level or higher shall be at least the percent-
age adjustment taking effect under subsec-
tion (¢) (3) in such year;

(6) appropriate supervisory and manageri-
al pay differentials (which shall be consid-
ered a part of basic pay) shall be provided;

(7) performance-recognition bonuses, and
recruitment and retention allowances, shall
be awarded in appropriate circumstances
(but shall not be considered a part of basic
pay);

(8) there shall be an employee develop-
ment program which includes provisions
under which employees may, in appropriate
circumstances, be granted sabbaticals, the
terms and conditions of which shall be con-
sistent with those applicable for members of
the Senior Executive Service under section
3396(c) of title 5, United States Code (ex-
cluding paragraph (2)(B) thereof),

(9) payment of travel expenses shall be
provided for personnel to their first post of
duty in the same manner as is authorized
for members of the Senior Executive Serv-
ice under section 5723 of title 5, United
States Code, at the diseretion of the Direc-
tor; and

(10) the methods of establishing qualifica-
tion requirements for, recruitment for, and
appointment to positions shall, at the dis-
cretion of the Director, include methods in-
volving direct examination and hiring.

(c)(1) For the purpose of this subsection,
the term “compensation” means the total
value of the various forms of compensation
provided, including—

(A) basic pay;

(B) bonuses;

(C) allowances;

(D) retirement benefits;

(E) health insurance benefits;

(F) life insurance benefits; and

(G) leave benefits.

(2) The Director of the National Bureau
of Standards shall, by contract or otherwise,
provide for the preparation of reports
which, based on appropriate surveys—

(A) shall include findings as to—

(i) the extent to which, as of the com-
mencement of the demonstration project,
the overall average level of compensation
provided with respect to positions under the
demonstration project is deficient in com-
parison to the overall average level of com-
pensation generally provided with respect to
positions involving the same types and
levels of work in the private sector; and

(ii) with respect to each year thereafter,
any net increase occurring during such year
in the extent of the deficiency in the overall
average level of compensation provided with
respect to positions under the demonstra-
tion project, as compared to the overall av-
erage level of compensation generally pro-
vided with respect to positions involving the
same types and levels of work in the private
sector; and

(B) shall recommend a single percentage
by which basic pay for all positions under
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the demonstration project must be in-
creased so that, when considered in conjune-
tion with the other forms of compensation
generally provided, any net increases deter-
mined under subparagraph (A)ii) will be
eliminated.

(3) Whenever the Director of the National
Bureau of Standards receives a recommen-
dation under paragraph (2XB), the Direc-
tor—

(A) shall increase the minimum and maxi-
mum rates of basic pay for each such pay
band by the lesser of—

(i) the percentage recommended; or

(ii) the overall average percentage of the
adjustment in the rates of pay under the
General Schedule under section 5305 of title
5, United States Code, for the period in-
volved; and

(B) if and to the extent that funds are
available for the purpose, may further in-
crease those minimum and maximum
rates—

(i) to make up for any part of the differ-
ence between the respective percentages
under subparagraph (A), if the percentage
under subparagraph (A)ii) is the lesser; and

(ii) after making up for the entirety of
any difference determined under clause (i)
(including from any previous year), to elimi-
nate any part of any remaining deficiency
as originally determined under paragraph
(2)CAXH).

(4A) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this section—

(i) the maximum rate of basic pay payable
under any pay band may not exceed the
rate of basic pay payable for level IV of the
Executive Schedule; and

(ii) the amount of basic pay, bonuses, and
allowances paid during any fiscal year to
any employee participating in the demon-
stration project may not, in the aggregate,
exceed the annual rate of basic pay payable
for level I of the Executive Schedule.

(B)i) Any amount which is not paid to an
employee during a fiscal year because of the
limitation under subparagraph (AX)ii) shall
be paid in a lump sum at the beginning of
the following fiscal year.

(ii) Any amount paid under this subpara-
graph during a fiscal year shall be taken
into account for purposes of applying the
limitation under subparagraph (A)ii) with
respect to such fiscal year.

(5) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, the demonstration project
shall be conducted in such a way so that,
with respect to the 12-month period begin-
ning on October 1, 1986, the total cost to
the Government relating to providing com-
pensation to participating employees shall
not exceed the total cost which would have
resulted if this section had not been en-
acted.

(6)(A) If the minimum rate of basic pay
for a pay band, after an increase under
paragraph (3)A), exceeds the rate of basic
pay payable to an employee whose position
would otherwise be within such pay band,
the employee's position may, notwithstand-
ing subsection (b)(1), be placed in the next
lower pay band.

(B) Placement of a position in a lower pay
band under subparagraph (A) shall not be
considered a reduction in grade or pay for
purposes of subchapter II of chapter 75 of
title 5, United States Code, or a comparable
provision under the project.

(d)(1) The rate of basic pay for an employ-
ee serving in a position at the time it is con-
verted to a position covered by the demon-
stration project may not be reduced by
reason of the establishment of such project.
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(2)(A) Each employee referred to in para-
graph (1) shall be paid—

() in the case of an employee serving in a
position under the General Schedule on the
date the position becomes covered by the
demonstration project, a lump-sum pro rata
share of the equivalent of any within-grade
increase which would have been due the em-
ployee under section 5335 of title 5, United
States Code, computed as provided in sub-
paragraph (B), and

(i) in the case of an employee serving in a
position subject to chapter 54 of title 5,
United States Code, on such date, a lump-
sum pro rata share of the equivalent of the
employee’s merit increase which would have
been due under such chapter, computed as
provided in subparagraph (B), taking into
account the performance requirements ap-
plicable to such increase.

(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
pro rata share of an equivalent increase re-
ferred to in such subparagraph shall be
computed through the day before the date
referred to in such subparagraph.

(e)(1MA) In carrying out section 4703(h)
of title 5, United States Code, with respect
to the demonstration project, the Office of
Personnel Management shall provide that
such project will be evaluated on an annual
basis by a contractor. Such contractor shall
be especially qualified to perform the eval-
uation based on its expertise in matters re-
lating to personnel management and com-
pensation.

(B) The contractor shall report its find-
ings to the Office in writing, After consider-
ing the report, the Office shall transmit a
copy of the report, together with any com-
ments of the Office and any comments sub-
mitted by the National Bureau of Stand-
ards, to—

(i) the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, and the Committee on Science and
Technology, of the House of Representa-
tives; and

(ii) the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs, and the Committee on Commerce, Sci-
ence, and Transportation, of the Senate.

(2) The Comptroller General shall, not
later than 4 years after the date on which

the demonstration project commences,
submit to each of the committees referred
to in paragraph (1XB) a final report con-
cerning such project. Such report shall in-
clude any recommendations for legislation
or other action which the Comptroller Gen-
eral consider appropriate.

(f) The authority to enter into any con-
tract under this section may be exercised
only to such extent or in such amounts as
are provided in advance in appropriation
Acts.

(g) The demonstration project shall com-
mence not later than January 1, 1988.

Mr. WALGREN (during the read-
ing). Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate amendment
be considered as read and printed in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, we had hoped
that some of these things would not
get in the way of what is another po-
tential vote, but since it has been
brought up, I will yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WaL-
GREN] for a very short explanation of
the bill.
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Mr. WALGREN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, this is the authoriza-
tion for the National Bureau of Stand-
ards that has been worked out with
the Senate and the Committee on Sci-
ence and Technology.

Mr. Speaker, | urge the House to adopt H.R.
4354. The measure before us incorporates
funding levels agreed to by the House and
Senate authorizing committees, and the ad-
ministration through the Office of Management
and Budget.

Although there remains broad agreement
that the National Bureau of Standards is
deeply underfunded when measured either by
historical standards or the breadth of its mis-
sion, the agreement reached in this bill is
worth supporting because it will put an end to
a destructive philosophical disagreement be-
tween the Congress and the administration
over a number of activities at the Bureau of
Standards. This conflict has had a devastating
impact on the morale of the critical Bureau
programs in fire and building research as well
as the Institute for Computer Sciences and
Technology. It also has delayed unreasonably
the construction of the cold neutro source fa-
cility which will instantly transform NBS into a
world-class materials research center.

As is clear from the three letters | am sub-
mitting for the RECORD along with the written
statement of Congressman Fuqua, the com-
promise contains the following elements:

Total funding at the President’s request—
$123,953,000—which is only $32,000 below
the original House-passed authorization.

Reductions of $500,000 each in funding for
the Center for Fire Research and the Center
for Building Technology, which is a total cut of
over 10 percent in funding for these Centers.
The administration had sought originally to
eliminate the Centers. The original House and
Senate bills retained current funding.

A reduction of $2.5 million or about 25 per-
cent for the Institute for Computer Sciences
and Technology. The administration had
sought originally a cut of about $5.0 million
from recent levels. The original House and
Senate bills retained current funding. This cut
would be directed at the Open Systems Inter-
connection Program of ICST, because the pri-
vate sector is greatly expanding its efforts in
this area.

Provide funding of $6.5 million to begin con-
struction of the Cold Neutron Research Facili-
ty, which is just enough to commit to con-
struction at full scale. The administration had
sought originally $10 million. The original
House bill authorized “such sums"; the
Senate bill made no mention of the project
and the project was unlikely to start absent
this compromise.

In return, the Office of Management and
Budget has agreed to:

Propose no further cuts in fire, building, or
computer science programs for the remainder
of this administration.

Propose no reorganization of the Fire and
Building Centers.

Treat the fire, building, and computer sci-
ence programs identically to all other NBS
programs.

The NBS bill continues to:
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Fund new initiatives in ceramics, fiber
optics, and scientific computing.

Permit the NBS Director to establish a
China Lake-style salary experiment for 5
years.

The debate over NBS has been grueling for
all parties, but we believe we have reached an
agreement that simultaneously secures the
future of the fire, building, and computer pro-
grams, and allows construction of the Cold
Neutron Facility.

It should be stressed that this agreement in
no way indicates any diminution in congres-
sional support for the Center for Fire Re-
search, the Center for Building Technology,
and the Institute for Computer Sciences and
Technology. Reluctantly, we accepted a final
reduction in the Center's budget to secure
their long-term prospects, to free them from a
morale destroying stepchild existence and to
free up money for the Cold Neutron Facility,
which we have long supported in principle. We
trust that these parts of the Bureau will now
remain with equal status with the rest of the
Bureau, that they will be able to put forth new
initiatives on a par with the rest of the Bureau,
and in time regain their former health, size,
and strength.

NBS is too valuable to be lost, partially
eliminated, or left unstable. This bill, while far
from perfect from any vantage point, gives us
a chance to end past disagreements in a way
that has short- and long-term benefits for one
of the Government's true national treasures. |
urge my colleagues to look at the immense
benefits of passing this legislation that far out-
weigh the short-term setbacks the bill of ne-
cessity contains and join me in giving their
wholehearted support to what without exag-
geration can be termed landmark legislation
for the agency it authorizes.

| urge my colleagues to send H.R. 4354 on
to the President.

ExecuTive OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET,

Washington, DC, September 30, 1986.
Hon. DouG WALGREN,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

Dear Mr. WaLGreN: This is to confirm
recent staff discussions on the National
Bureau of Standards (NBS) authorization
and appropriation bills.

The Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) and the Department of Commerce
will support a total NBS budget authoriza-
tion of $123,953,000 for FY 1987. This level
will include $6.5 Million for initiation of the
Cold Neutron Facility and reductions from
the pre Gramm-Rudman-Hollings FY 1986
operating levels of $.5 Million for the Fire
Program, $.5 Million for the Building Pro-
gram and $2.5 Million for Computer Sci-
ences and Technology. There will also be re-
ductions of $1.5 Million in the Competence
Program and $1.641 Million in the Post Doc-
toral Program. Neither the Department of
Commerce nor OMB will propose further
programmatic reductions in the Fire, Build-
ing, and Computer Sciences Programs in FY
1987, FY 1988 or FY 1989, In the case of
across-the-board budget changes such as re-
ductions the President must make to
achieve Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit
targets or a subsequent sequester, these pro-
grams will be treated the same as the other
NBS programs.
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Our commitment is, of course, contingent
on successful implementation of this com-
promise in both the final authorization and
appropriation for NBS in FY 1987.

Sincerely,
CaroL T. CRAWFORD,
Associate Director for
Economics and Government.
U.S. House oOF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECH-
NOLOGY,
Washington, DC, September 30, 1986.
Hon, CLARENCE J. BROWN,
Deputy Secretary,
U.S. Department of Commerce,
Washington, DC.

Dear Bup: We want to thank you for your
efforts toward reaching a compromise on
the buget for the National Bureau of Stand-
ards (NBS). Without your persistence and
determination, this agreement could never
have been negotiated.

The debate over NBS has been grueling
for all parties, but we believe we have
reached an agreement that simultaneously
secures the future of the fire, building and
computer programs, and allows construction
of the cold neutron facility.

We want to stress that this agreement in
no way indicates any diminution in Congres-
sional support for either the Center for Fire
Research or the Center for Building Tech-
nology. We reluctantly accepted a final re-
duction in the Centers’ budgets to secure
their long-term prospects and to free up
money for the cold neutron facility, which
we have long supported in principle. Again,
this decision to accept the compromise rep-
resents absolutely no change whatsoever in
Congressional policy.

Indeed, we expect the position of the Cen-
ters to improve. The Administration has
pledged that the Centers will henceforth be
on equal footing with all other NBS divi-
sions, They will be eligible for competence
fund money and any proposed new initiative
will be given fair and thorough consider-
ation. They will receive annual adjustments
to base and increase for inflation on a par
with all other sections of NBS. The Admin-
istration has also pledged not to merge or
reorganize the two Centers through FY
1989.

These understandings, along with the
guarantee that no further budget cuts will
be proposed for the Centers for the remain-
der of this Administration, should give the
two Centers the long-sought stability they
need to function property.

There are no contingencies in this agree-
ment, no escape clauses; the guarantees
must be iron-clad.

This agreement should be a great step for-
ward for the entire Bureau. With this dis-
pute behind us at long last, we look forward
to working with you to build the Bureau to
proper strength.

This is a goal we all share. Your ability to
hammer out this difficult agreement should
bode well for our future endeavors.

With warmest regards,

Sincerely,
Douc WALGREN,
Chairman, Subcom-
mittee on Science,
Research and
Technology.
SHERWO0O0D BOEHLERT,
Ranking Republican
Member, Subcom-
mittee on Science,
Research and
Technology.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, September 30, 1986.

Hon. JamMEs MILLLER,

Director, Office of Management and Budgel,
Erxecutive Office Building, Washinglon,
DC.

DEAr Mr. MiLLER: We want to clarify the
agreement of the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) and our Committees
have reached on the budget for the Nation-
al Bureau of Standards.

In keeping with this agreement, our au-
thorization bill for Fiscal Year 1987 will pro-
vide:

Million
Measurement, research

$36.582

Materials science and engineer-
ing..
Engineering measurement and
standards
Institute for computer sciences
& tech
Research support activities

21.228

35.875

7.500
22.768

Total

123,953

These figures include:
Center for Fire Research

Center for Building Technolo-

BY 3.470

Competence Fund 6.763

Cold Neutron Research Facili-

ty 6.500

In exchange for our agreeing to make
these budget changes, the Office of Man-
agement and Budget promises not to pro-
pose any further cuts in fire, building or
computer science in FY 1987, 1988 and 1989.
Furthermore, these programs will be treat-
ed like any other NBS program.

The appropriations bill must also have the
agreed upon cuts in fire, building and com-
puter sciences, and initial funding for the
Cold Neutron Research Facility, for this
agreement to take effect.

We are pleased we have been able to reach
this agreement.

With warmest regards,

Sincerely,

John C. Danforth, Chairman, Senate
Committee on Commerce, Science and
Transportation; Ernest F. Hollings,
Ranking Democrat, Senate Committee
on Commerce Science and Transporta-
tion; Slade Gorton, Chairman, Sub-
committee on Science, Technology,
and Space; Donald W. Riegle, Jr.,
Ranking Democrat, Subcommittee on
Science, Technology, and Space.

Don Fuqua, Chairman, House Commit-
tee on Science and Technology;
Manuel Lujan, Jr., Ranking Republi-
can Member, House Committee on Sci-
ence and Technology; Doug Walgren,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Science,
Research and Technology; Sherwood
Boehlert, Ranking Republican
Member, Subcommittee on Science,
Research and Technology.

Mr. WALKER, Mr. Speaker, I would
ask the gentleman, this has been
cleared by everyone,; is that correct?

Mr. WALGREN. If the gentleman
will yield, Mr. Speaker, it is my under-
standing that there should be no ob-
jection to this bill.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, | urge adoption of
the bill before us today, which represents an
agreement between the House Committee on
Science and Technology and the Senate

5.402
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Committee on Commerce, Science and Trans-
portation.

The agreement provides total funding at the
President's request level of $123,953,000. In
fact, the total is slightly below the original
House and Senate levels and the pre-Gramm-
Rudman 1986 budget.

The amounts contained in this bill will
permit the NBS to fund new initiatives in ce-
ramics, fiber optics, and scientific computing.

| am also very pleased that the other body
has agreed to accept the personnel system
amendment contained in the House bill. This
will permit the NBS Director to establish an
agencywide demonstration of a flexible salary
and pay board system, modeled on the rec-
ommendations of the Federal Laboratory
Review Panel of the White House Science
Council which was chaired by David Packard.

For the last 5 years, | have worked with my
colleagues on the House Science Committee
to overturn administration proposals to either
eliminate or cut the heart out of the fire and
building centers and the Institute for Computer
Science and Technology.

| am pleased to be able to report that the
bill contains language acceptable to the OMB
which finally resolves these issues.

Specifically, the agreement includes the fol-
lowing:

Cuts in funding for the Center for Fire Re-
search and the Center for Building Technolo-
gy of $500,000 each. The administration had
sought originally to eliminate the centers. The
original House and Senate bills retained cur-
rent funding.

A cut in funding for the Institute for Comput-
er Sciences and Technology of $2.5 million.
The administration had sought originally a cut
of about $5.0 million from historic levels. The
original House and Senate bills retained cur-
rent funding.

Funding of $6.5 million to begin construc-
tion of the Cold Neutron Research Facility.
The administration had sought originally $10
million. The original House bill authorized
“such sums;” the Senate bill made no men-
tion of the project.

In return, the Office of Management and
Budget has agreed to:

Propose no further cuts in fire, building or
computer science programs for the remainder
of this administration.

Propose no reorganization of the fire and
building centers.

Treat the fire, building and computer sci-
ences programs identically to all other NBS
programs.

| want to make it clear for the record that
the acceptance of these cuts does not repre-
sent a shift in congressional support for NBS's
fire, building, and computer programs! Rather,
as we stated in a letter to OMB Director, Jim
Miller and Deputy Commerce Secretary, Bud
Brown, these cuts were accepted with the
main goal of bringing long-range stability to
these programs.

Finally, within these austere budget times,
we have worked to come up with a bill that
provides stability to ongoing programs and
funds important new initiatives.

| urge my colleagues to accept the agree-
ment represented in H.R. 4354 and send it to
the President.
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my
reservation of objection.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, this bill is a
watershed for the National Bureau of Stand-
ards. With it, we believe we are putting behind
us years of acrimonious, counterproductive
wrangling between Congress and the adminis-
tration that has crippled the Bureau.

While the National Bureau of Standards
may be a mystery to many Members of this
body, its work is of vital importance to our
Nation. The Bureau is the country's oldest na-
tional laboratory and the one most responsive
to industry.

Its work is critical to maintaining our eco-
nomic competitiveness. That means jobs. Its
work in such areas as computer sciences,
fiber optics, and ceramics define the frontiers
of research.

An equally important part of the Bureau's
mission is work that improves the health and
safety of all Americans. This research, per-
formed primarily by the Center for Fire Re-
search and the Center for Building Technolo-
gy, is indispensable and would not be con-
ducted by any other group or institution.

The agreement between the House Com-
mittee on Science and Technology, the
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science
and Transportation; and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget embodied in this bill finally
recognizes this dual mission of the National
Bureau of Standards.

For the past 5 years, the administration has
proposed the elimination of the fire and build-
ing centers and Draconian cuts in the Institute
for Computer Sciences and Technology
[ICST].

With the passage of this bill, the administra-
tion has pledged, in writing, not to propose
any future cuts whatsoever in those three vital
programs. It has further agreed to treat the
three centers as equal partners in the Bureau.
This should end the uncertainty which has
made planning and hiring next to impossible in
those programs.

In return for those commitments from OMB,
we have agreed to reduce funding for the fire
and building centers by $500,000 each and
for computer sciences by $2.5 million. This
money will contribute to the $6.5 million now
authorized for the Cold Neutron Research Fa-
cility—A project desperately sought by materi-
als science experts and long supported in
principle by the Congress.

| want to emphasize that these cuts were
accepted with the greatest reluctance after ar-
duous negotiations for the sole purpose of
bringing long-range stability to the affected
programs. These cuts do not represent any
weakening of congressional support for the
Bureau's fire, building, and computer pro-
grams, but are designed rather to improve the
long-term prospects of those programs. We
have made this clear in letters to OMB Direc-
tor Jim Miller and Deputy Commerce Secre-
tary Bud Brown.

This bill will also improve the future health
of the Bureau in some other ways. The com-
mittee is extremely proud of the China-Lake
style salary system permitted under this bill.
The Bureau has had great difficulty attracting
and retaining top scientists and engineers be-
cause its salaries were significantly below

those available in the priviate sector. This bill
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will give management the flexibility it needs to
build the best possible research staff.

In short, this bill should put the Bureau back
on the road to long-term stability and health.
The overall budget for the lab is still woefully
low. But within the constraints imposed by the
President's budget and the deficit crisis, we
have come up with a measure that funds im-
portant new initiatives, provides greater man-
agement fiexibility, and protects vital health
and safety programs. The resuilt should be
more Americans working—and working and
living more safely.

I'd like to thank all the people who made
this possible, particularly our subcommittee
chairman, DouG WALGREN, and his Senate
counterpart, SLADE GORTON, the Department
of Commerce, and the Office of Management
and Budget, and the House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the initial request
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

0 1205

INDIAN HEALTH CARE
AMENDMENTS OF 1985

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 1426) to
authorize and amend the Indian
Health Care Improvement Act, and for
other purposes, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendment with an amend-
ment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

(For the Senate amendment, see
Senate proceedings of October 8, 1986,
at page S15572.)

The Clerk read the House amend-
ment to the Senate amendment, as fol-
lows:

Strike all of section 714 and renumber the
succeeding section accordingly.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Marsur). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Arizona?

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not
object to concurring in the Senate
amendment to HR. 1426 with a fur-
ther amendment, I would like to yield
to the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
UpaLL], chairman of the committee, to
explain his amendment.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STRANG. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona.

Mr, UDALL. Mr. Speaker, the most
serious problem on our Indian reserva-

tions is health. For 6 years, our com-
mittee and the Committee on Energy

and Commerce, under the leadership
of the gentleman from California [Mr.
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Waxman], have tried to find solutions
to better the progress toward Indian
health.

Mr. Speaker, this is a simple, but sig-
nificant amendment. It strikes a provi-
sion added to the bill by the Senate.

There is a growing controversy on
the question of whether the responsi-
bility of the Indian Health Service to
provide health care to Indians is a pri-
mary responsibility or is residual to all
other health resources available to
Indian people.

The administration’s policy is that
IHS services are residual.

Others, including certain counties in
the State of Montana, have taken the
position that THS services are primary
and county health services are residu-
al.

In the 98th Congress, similar legisla-
tion was vetoed by the President be-
cause of the inclusion of a provision
which provided that, in the State of
Montana, IHS services are primary
and the county services are residual.

A recent decision of the district
court in Montana has held that
county services are residual to IHS
services. The administration has ap-
pealed this decision to the circuit
court which has stayed the effect of
the district court decision.

The Senate amendment would, in
effect, circumvent the court’s stay and
provide that, during the pendancy of
this litigation, IHS in that judicial dis-
trict will be considered primary and
the counties’ services residual.

This administration has made very
clear that, if this provision is retained,
this very important legislation will,
again, be vetoed.

We simply cannot let that happen,
Mr. Speaker.

Therefore, this amendment will
strike that section of the bill as passed
by the Senate.

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, 2 years ago, Congress
sent to the President a similar bill
which the President vetoed. The first
provision cited in that statement was
the Montana provisions relating to the
relationship of the Indian Health
Service with that State. Again, the
other body, for the sake of one or two
individuals, has added to the bill an-
other Montana provision. I have been
informed by the administration that
inclusion of the Montana provision as-
sures the bill of a veto. I strongly sup-
port the chairman’s motion to delete
this provision and return the bill to
the other body. If this needed bill
must die, I believe we should place the
responsibility where it lies, with the
Members of the other body, and not
with the President. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to place in the REcCoORD a
letter from an Indian leader on bene-
fits of tribes, which supports this posi-
tion. While I do not agree with all the
provisions of the bill before us, I be-
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lieve on the whole it is a good bill that
will benefit Indian tribes and their
members. The Indian people are in
desperate need of improved health
care and H.R. 1426 will go far to assist
Indian people.

I would prefer to go to conference on
the bill, but it appears that time is
running out. I may seek changes in
the act in the next Congress. I com-
mend the chairman for his patience in
this matter.

WasHOE TRIBE OF
NEvADA AND CALIFORNIA,
Gardnerville, NV, October 7, 1986.
Hon. JoHN McCAIN,
Committee on Interior Affairs, House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEeAR CoNGRESSMAN McCain: I respectfully
request that you insist on a Conference
Committee when the Indian Health Care
Amendments bill comes before the House of
Representatives.

A Conference Committee is necessary in
order to remove the ‘Montana” provisions
from the bill. The Department of Health
and Human Services has made their posi-
tion on Senator Melcher's amendment quite
clear: the President will veto the bill if any
version of the Montana provisions are con-
tained. Such a veto would be consistent with
existing federal Indian policy.

So many people including you, and the
tribes, have worked too hard for too many
years on this important Indian health legis-
lation to have it jeopardized by the Mon-
tana provisions.

Sincerely,
RoOBERT L. FRANK,
Chairman, Washoe Tribe of
Nevada and California.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
legislation just considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

HOULTON BAND OF MALISEET
INDIANS SUPPLEMENTARY
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT OF
1986

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate bill (S. 2750) to establish
a property tax fund for the Houlton
Band of Maliseet Indians in further-
ance of the Maine Indian Claims Set-
tlement Act of 1980, and for other pur-
poses, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House,
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The Clerk read the title of the
Senate bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arizona?

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, will the gentle-
man explain the legislation?

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STRANG. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, this bill
resolves a problem growing out of the
Maine Indian Claims Settlement Act
of 1980.

Under that act, a land acquisition
fund of $900,000 was established for
the Houlton Band. However, expendi-
tures from that fund could not be
made until the tribe and the State of
Maine reached an agreement on the
capacity of the tribe to pay taxes or
payments in lieu of taxes on lands ac-
quired.

With earned interest, the acquisition
fund now totals $1,800,000. S. 2750
simply directs that $200,000 of this
fund be transferred to a separate fund
to be administered by the Secretary of
the Interior for the purpose of insur-
ing that such taxes or payments will
be made.

Enactment of the bill represents no
costs to the United States.

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I yield to
my colleague, the gentlewoman from
Maine [Ms. SNOWE].

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express my support for S. 2750. This
bill amends the Maine Indian Land
Claims Settlement Act of 1980 in order
to establish a tax fund for the Houl-
ton Band of Maliseet Indians of Houl-
ton, ME.

I would like to express my apprecia-
tion to Mr. UpaLr, Mr. STRANG, and Mr.
McCaln, for their assistance in bring-
ing this measure before the House for
consideration.

The tax fund will be used to pay
taxes, fees, and payments in lieu of
property taxes owed by the band to
the State. The fund will be started
with $200,000 of earned interest from
the land acquisition fund set up by the
Settlement Act. This transfer will not
diminish the purchasing power of the
acquisition fund, which originally held
$900,000 and now contains $1.9 mil-
lion.

The Houlton Band has few economic
assets and the purchase of land will
allow the band to move forward with
their economic development plans.
This measure will allow them to com-
plete the purchase of land currently
being held in trust by the Govern-
ment. Without this legislation, the
band cannot purchase the land they
need to start their reservation.

This bill, which is supported by

Maine's entire congressional delega-
tion, is the result of many years of ne-

30173

gotiations between the band and the
State of Maine, as a result of the Set-
tlement Act. The Maine State Legisla-
ture has passed legislation supporting
the establishment of such a fund. S.
2750, also, enjoys the support of the
Department of the Interior.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is the first step
on the band's road to self-sufficiency
and I urge its speedy consideration
and passage.

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

S. 2750

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Houlton Band of
Maliseet Indians Supplementary Claims
Settlement Act of 1986".

DEFINITIONS

Skec. 2. For purposes of this Act—

(1) The term “Houlton Band Tax Fund”
means the fund established under section 3.

(2) The term “Houlton Band trust land”
means land or natural resources acquired by
the Secretary of the Interior and held in
trust by the United States for the benefit of
the Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians in ac-
cordance with section 5(d) of the Maine
Indian Claims Settlement Act of 1980 (25
U.S.C. 1724(d); 94 Stat. 1789).

(3) The term “amended Maine Implement-
ing Act” means the Maine Implementing
Act (defined in section 3(e) of the Maine
Indian Claims Settlement Act of 1980 (25
U.S.C. 1722(e); 94 Stat. 1787)) as amended
by—

(A) the “Act to amend the Maine Imple-
menting Act with respect to the Houlton
Band of Maliseet Indians”, enacted by the
State of Maine in chapter 675 of the Public
Laws of 1981, and

(B) the State of Maine in chapter 672 of
the Public Laws of 1985.

(4) The term “Secretary” means the Sec-
retary of the Interior.

(5) The term "Houlton Band of Maliseet
Indians” has the meaning given to such
term by section 3(a) of the Maine Indian
Claims Settlement Act of 1980 (25 U.S.C.
1722(a)).

HOULTON BAND TAX FUND

Sgc. 3. (a) There is hereby established in
the United States Treasury a fund to be
known as the Houlton Band Tax Fund in
which shall be deposited $200,000 in accord-
ance with the provisions of this Act.

(b)(1) Income accrued on the land acquisi-
tion fund established for the Houlton Band
of Maliseet Indians pursuant to subsections
(c) and (dX1) of section 5 of the Maine
Indian Claims Settlement Act of 1980 (25
U.S.C. 1724; 94 Stat. 1789) shall be trans-
ferred to the Houlton Band Tax Fund. No
transfer shall be made under this subsection
if such transfer would diminish such land
acquisition fund to a balance of less than
$900,000.

(2) Whenever funds are transferred to the
Houlton Band Tax Fund pursuant to para-
graph (1), the Secretary shall publish notice
of such transfer in the Federal Register.
Such notice shall specify when the full
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amount of $20,000 has been transferred to
the Houlton Band Tax Fund.

(c) The Secretary shall manage the Houl-
ton Band Tax Fund in accordance with the
first section of the Act of June 24, 1938 (25
U.S.C. 162a), and shall utilize the principal
and interest of such Fund only as provided
in subsection (d) and for no other purpose.

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 3727 of title 31, United States Code, the
Secretary shall pay out of the Holton Band
Tax Fund all valid claims for taxes, pay-
ments in lieu of property taxes, and fees, to-
gether with any interest and penalties
thereon—

(1) for which the Houlton Band of Mali-
seet Indians are determined to be liable
under the terms of section 6208-A(2) of the
amended Maine Implementing Act,

(2) which are final and not subject to fur-
ther administrative or judicial review, and

(3) which have been certified by the Com-
missioner of Finance and Administration of
the State of Maine as valid claims (within
the meaning of section 6208-A(2) of the
amended Maine Implementing Act) that
meet the requirements of this subsection.

(e) Notwithstanding of any provision of
law, if—

(1) the Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians
is liable to the State of Maine or any
county, district, municipality, city, town, vil-
lage, plantation, or any other political sub-
division thereof for any tax, payment in lieu
of property tax, or fees, together with any
interest or penalties thereon, and

(2) there are insufficient funds in the
Houlton Band Tax Fund to pay such tax,
payment, or fee (together with any interest
or penalties thereon) in full, the deficiency
shall be paid by the Houlton Band of Mali-
seet Indians only from income-producing
property owned by such Band which is not
held in trust for such Band by the United
States, and such Band shall not be required
to pay such tax, payment, or fee (or any in-
terest or penalty thereon) from any other
source,

(f) The Secretary shall, after consultation
with the Commissioner of Finance and Ad-
ministration of the State of Maine and the
Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians, prescribe
written procedures governing the filing and
payment of claims under this section and
section 6208-A of the amended Maine Im-
plementing Act.

HOULTON BAND TRUST LAND

Sgec. 4. (a) Subject to the provisions of sec-
tion 3 of this Act, the Secretary is author-
ized and directed to expend, at the request
of the Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians,
the principal of, and income accruing on,
the land acquisition fund established for
such Band under subsections (c¢) and (d)}(1)
of section 5 of the Maine Indian Claims Set-
tlement Act of 1980 (25 U.S.C. 1724; 94 Stat.
1789) for the purpose of acquiring land or
natural resources for such Band and for no
other purpose. Land or natural resources so
acquired within the State of Maine for such
Band shall be held in trust by the United
States for the benefit of such Band.

(b)1) Land or natural resources acquired
with funds expended under the authority of
subsection (a) and held in trust for the ben-
efit of the Houlton Band of Maliseet Indi-
ans may be alienated only by—

(A) takings for public use pursuant to the
laws of the State of Maine as provided in
subsection (c),

(B) takings for public use pursuant to the
laws of the United States,

(C) transfers authorized by section 5(g)(3)
of the Maine Indian Claims Settlement Act
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of 1980 (25 U.8.C. 1724(g)(3); 94 Stat. 1791),
or

(D) transfers made pursuant to an Act or
joint resolution of Congress.

All other transfers of land or natural re-
sources acquired with funds expended under
the authority of subsection (a) and held in
trust for the benefit of such Band shall be
void ab initio and without any validity in
law or equity.

(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) shall
not prohibit or limit transfers of individual
use assignments of land or natural resources
from one member of the Houlton Band of
Maliseet Indians to another member of such
Band.

(e)1) Land or natural resources acquired
with funds expended under the authority of
subsection (a) and held in trust for the ben-
efit of the Houlton Band of Maliseet Indi-
ans may be condemmed for public purposes
by the State of Maine, or any political sub-
division thereof, only upon such terms and
conditions as shall be agreed upon in writ-
ing between the State and such Band after
the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) The consent to the United States is
hereby given to the State of Maine to fur-
ther amend the amended Maine Implement-
ing Act for the purpose of embodying the
agreement described in paragraph (1).

(dX1) Lands and natural resources may be
acquired by the Secretary for the Houlton
Band of Maliseet Indians only if the Secre-
t}ar)’ has, at any time prior to such acquisi-
tion—

(A) transmitted a letter to the Secretary
of State of the State of Maine stating that
the Houlton Band Tax Fund contains
$200,000, and

(B) provided the Secretary of State of the
State of Maine with a copy of the proce-
dures for filing and payment of claims pre-
scribed under section 3(f).

(2)(A) No land or natural resources may
be acquired by the Secretary for the Houl-
ton Band of Maliseet Indians until the Sec-

retary—

(i) files with the Secretary of State of the
State of Maine a certified copy of the deed,
contract, or other conveyance setting forth
the location and boundaries of the land or
natural resources to be acquired by the Sec-
retary, or

(ii) files with the Secretary of State of the
State of Maine a certified copy of any in-
strument setting forth the location and
boundaries of the land or natural resources
to be acquired.

(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A),
filing with the Secretary of State of the
State of Maine may be made by mail and, if
such method of filing is used, shall be con-
sidered to be completed on the date on
which the document is properly mailed to
the Secretary of State of the State of
Maine.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read a third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
Senate bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arizona?
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There was no objection.

NATIONAL FORESTS OF NEVADA
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 1986

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
be discharged from further consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 5277) to transfer
certain public lands in Nevada to the
Toiyabe, Humboldt, and Inyo National
Forests, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

0O 1215

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MaTsul). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohio?

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Reserving the
right to object, Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman from Ohio explain what is
involved in this legislation?

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
have an amendment in the nature of a
substitute for this bill, which I will
offer. The amendment has been
cleared with the minority and with the
entire delegation from the State of
Nevada.

This bill would enact a part of a na-
tionwide interchange of responsibil-
ities between the Federal Govern-
ment’'s two principal multiple-use land
managing agencies—the U.S. Forest
Service of the Department of Agricul-
ture and the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment of the Department of the Interi-
or. The idea of that interchange of re-
sponsibilities was to increase the effi-
ciency and cost-effectiveness of land
management by these two agencies by
creating more manageable units and
eliminating duplication of services.

This bill would do that in the
manner agreed to by the Forest Serv-
ice, the BLM, the State delegation,
and the Governor. While the adminis-
tration would prefer to our dealing
with the entire, nationwide inter-
change proposal they have proposed,
they testified at our hearing on this
bill that enacting this bill would have
no adverse affect on agency personnel,
on agency budgets, or on their ability
to carry out their work.

The bill was introduced by Repre-
sentative HArrYy REID for himself and
our colleague BARBARA VUCANOVICH,
and they have both agreed to the
amendment, which consists of techni-
cal changes including additional, clari-
fying language requested by the ad-
ministration.

In short, I wish to support the ef-
forts of our colleagues HArRrY REID
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and BarBara VvucaNovicH in this
matter, and I want to congratulate
them for working hard to get this
matter of great concern to their con-
stituents worked out so that it can be
enacted into law in this Congress.

Mr. REID. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tlewoman yield?

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 1 yield to the
gentleman from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 5277, the Na-
tional Forests of Nevada Enhance-
ment Act of 1986, which I introduced,
and is endorsed by the entire Nevada
congressional delegation.

The legislation will transfer more
than 500,000 acres of Federal lands in
Nevada, currently administered by the
Bureau of Land Management, to the
U.S. Forest Service.

A brief outline of the development
of this proposal is warranted. In June
1985, the U.S. Forest Service and the
BLM announced a proposal to inter-
change managment of about 30 to 35
million acres of land and underlying
minerals. The purpose of the proposed
interchange was to improve the man-
agment of public lands and national
forests, enhance public service, and
reduce agency costs.

The proposed “landswap” caused an
uproar in Nevada. Under the original
plan, Forest Service lands in Nevada
would shrink to less than 1 million
acres, while the BLM would manage
4.5 million acres. The Departments of
Interior and Agriculture also held
public hearings in Nevada last summer
to gauge the public’s sentiments about
the landswap. The public hearings
brought out near-unanimous opposi-
tion to reducing Forest Service lands
in' the State. Too many serious ques-
tions remained; ranging from concerns
about agency funding, quality of man-
agment, the status of revenues to
State and county governments, and
possible environmental degradation.

Following public input and further
deliberation, the U.S. Forest Service
and BLM developed a new interchange
proposal affecting 12 Western States
and two Eastern cities, allowing
Nevada to retain all of its existing Na-
tional Forests and converts BLM lands
to the U.S. Forest Service.

Congressional approval of the omni-
bus interchange proposal, which shifts
18 million acres of BLM land to the
Forest Service and 16 million acres of
Forest Service land to the BLM, is not
forthcoming. In other words, support
for the Federal Lands Administration
Act, introduced last spring, is virtually

At the urging of the National Forest
Task Force of Nevada, the Nevada del-
egation introduced this legislation to
enlarge and enhance our valuable
Forest Service lands. Specifically H.R.
5277 transfers BLM lands to the U.S.
Forest Service in the Spring Moun-
tains adjacent to Mount Charleston
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and lands in the eastern Sierras. H.R.
5277 also transfers 23,000 acres of
Forest Service-administered lands in
the Toiyabe National Forest to the
Bureau of Land Management.

The National Forests of Nevada En-
hancement Act is also supported by
the Governor of Nevada, the board of
commissioners of Clark County, and
the Mount Charleston Town Advisory
Board. The transfer does not affect
existing water rights, any wilderness
review underway by the BLM or the
Forest Service, and will not alter the
existing division of responsibility for
mining activity on Forest Service land.

Aside from the bill’s obvious advan-
tages of providing more efficient man-
agement and cost savings, I must point
out a positive and important benefit.
If passed, the National Forests of
Nevada Enhancement Act will increase
the green on the map of Nevada,
adding to our State’s image. Our
State’s natural resources will be im-
proved for the benefit of present and
future generations.

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, I
urge favorable action on this widely
supported proposal.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker,
further reserving the right to object, I
simply want to rise in support of H.R.
5277, the National Forests and Public
Lands of Nevada Enhancement Act of
1986, as amended. This bill is the
result of a united, bipartisan Nevada
task force and will facilitate an inter-
change of lands between the Bureau
of Land Management and the Forest
Service. The amended bill has the sup-
port of the entire Nevada delegation,
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Public Lands, and the BLM and Forest
Service.

The purpose of the original omnibus
interchange bill, proposed in 1985, was
to improve management efficiency of
public lands. It also would have virtu-
ally eliminated Nevada's two national
forests, the Toiyabe and the Hum-
boldt. The citizens of Nevada felt an
urgent need to protect and preserve
their forests and created the National
Forest Task Force of Nevada, of which
I am a member, to develop an alterna-
tive to the proposed interchange.

Members of the task force came to
Washington in January of this year
and met with the Nevada delegation,
the Forest Service and the BLM. A de-
cision was made at that meeting to add
to, rather than subtract from, Nevad-
a's precious national forests. It was
also decided at that meeting to add
acreage to the BLM from the Forest
Service for management efficiency.

Mr. Speaker, the people in Nevada
are very supportive of this inter-
change. They have demonstrated the
power of the people in their willing-
ness to get involved and find an alter-
native to a proposal that was not in
the best interest of Nevadans and I ap-
plaud their endeavors.
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
UpaLrL] and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Se1serLING] for their cooperation
in moving this bill. H.R. 5277 is non-
controversial and is supported by the
entire Nevada delegation and I hope
this body acts favorably so that we
may pass it to the other body and they
will have the opportunity to act before
the end of this congressional session.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MaTtsvur). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 5277

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “National
Forests of Nevada Enhancement Act of
1986".

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) Finpings.—The Congress finds that—

(1) the public lands transferred by this
Act contain valuable natural resources
(such as watershed, range, outdoor recrea-
tion and wildlife habitat) which will be en-
hanced by the professional, multiple-use
management of the United States Forest
Service;

(2) the public which utilize these natural
resources will be benefited by such manage-
ment;

(3) the public lands transferred by this
Act are adjacent to existing national forests
and, in many cases, are part of the same wa-
tersheds and mountain ranges, placing the
management of these lands under the ad-
ministration of one agency, the Forest Serv-
ice, will improve efficiency and be cost effec-
tive; and

(4) there is a consensus in Nevada as
shown in public hearings held throughout
the State that these lands should be added
to the national forests.

(b) Purrose.—The purpose of this Act is
to transfer to the Forest Service, United
States Department of Agriculture, certain
public lands in Nevada currently adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Land Management,
United States Department of the Interior.
These public lands are contiguous to the
Toiyabe, Humboldt, and Inyo National For-
ests and will become National Forest
System lands.

SEC. 3. TRANSFER OF PUBLIC LANDS TO THE
FOREST SERVICE.

(a) TRANSFER.—(1) The public lands desig-
nated for inclusion in the National Forest
System on a map entitled ", dated

, and numbered , /Are
hereby transferred to the Secretary of Agri-
culture and shall become part of the
Toiyabe National Forest, the Homboldt Na-
tional Forest, or the Inyo National Forest
(as the case may be). Such lands shall be ad-
ministered in accordance with the laws,
rules, and regulations applicable to the na-
tional forests.

(2) The lands referred to in paragraph (1)
include the following lands administered by
the Secretary of the Interior:

(A) Lands in the Spring Mountains adja-
cent to Mount Charleston.

(B) Lands in the eastern Sierras.
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a.(lC) Lands on the east of the Ruby Moun-
tains.

(D) Lands adjacent to the Utah border
and Mount Moriah.

(b) Bounparies ofF ToivaBg, HUMBOLDT,
aND INYo NatioNnaL Forests.—(1) The
boundary of the Toiyabe National Forest,
the Humboldt National Forest, and the Inyo
National Forest is hereby modified to re-
flect the transfer of lands under subsection
(a).

(2) For the purpose of section 7 of the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of
1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-9), the boundary of the
Toiyable National Forest, the Humboldt Na-
tional Forest, and the Inyo National Forest,
as modified by this subsection shall be treat-
ed as if it were the boundary of those Na-
tional Forests as of January 1, 1965.

(c) Mapr.—The map referred to in subsec-
tion (a) shall be on file and available for
public inspection in the offices of the Chief,
Forest Service, Department of Agriculture,
and the Director, Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, Department of the Interior. The Sec-
retary of Agriculture may make changes to
the map to correct technical errors.

SEC. 4. WILDERNESS SUITABILITY.

(a) BLM StUuDpY AREAS.—ANY area or port-
ion thereof designated as a Bureau of Land
Management Wilderness Study Area
(Mount Stirling, NV-050-401; LaMadre
Mountains, NV-050-412) on the map re-
ferred to in section 3(a)(1) which is made a
part of the National Forest System by this
Act and for which a wilderness suitability
study is complete or underway on the date
of enactment of this Act, shall be managed
by the Secretary of Agriculture in accord-
ance with the provisions of section 603(c) of
the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1782) until Congress
designates that area as wilderness or re-
leases if from further wilderness consider-
ation.

(b) RoADLESS AREAS NoT RECOMMENDED AS
WiILDERNESS.—Any roadless area or portion
thereof which is made a part of the Nation-
al Forest System by this Act and which has
been considered but not recommended for
designation as wilderness pursuant to sec-
tion 202 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1712)
shall be deemed to have been adequately
considered for wilderness for the purposes
of the initial land management plans here-
after required for such lands by section 6 of
the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Re-
sources Planning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C.
1604). The Secretary of Agriculture shall
not be required to manage such area to pre-
serve wilderness values or to review the wil-
derness option before the revision of such
plans, but the Secretary shall review the
wilderness option for such area when such
plans are revised.

(b) No AppITION TO THE NATIONAL WILDER-
NESS PRESERVATION SysTEM.—Nothing in
this Act shall be construed to add lands to
the National Wilderness Preservation
System.

SEC. 5. WATER RIGHTS.

(a) PriorR ExisTING WATER RI1GHTS.—Noth-
ing in this Act shall be construed to expand
or diminish any water right of the United
States under State or Federal law which the
United States had, or may be determined to
have had by purchase, reservation, or other-
wise, before the date of enactment of this
Act.

(b) No FEDERAL RESERVED WATER RIGHTS
BY REAsoN oF TRANSFER.—The designation

and withdrawal of newly established nation-
al forest lands by this Act shall not create
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any reserved water rights in the United
States by reason of this Act with respect to
those lands.

(¢) RIGHT TO ACQUIRE AND DISPOSE OF
Water RicHTS.—Nothing in this Act shall
affect the right of the United States or any
person to acquire or dispose of water or
water rights under applicable law.

SEC. 6§ MANAGEMENT OF MINERAL RESOURCES.

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to
change the law governing the management
of subsurface mineral resources.

SEC. 7. ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS.

With respect to the lands transferrd by
section 3(a), any formal administrative
appeal, adjudication, or review pending on
the date of enactment of this Act shall be
completed by the Secretary of the Interior,
except that the Secretary of Agriculture
may exercise final administrative review.
SEC. 8. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act—

(1) the term “public lands" means the
lands administered by the Bureau of Land
Management, United States Department of
the Interior, as defined in section 103(e) of
the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701(e)); and

(2) the term “National Forest System”
means the lands administered by the Forest
Service, United States Department of Agri-
culture, and has the same meaning as de-
fined in section 11 of the Forest and Range-
land Renewable Resources Planning Act of
1974 (16 U.S.C. 1609(a)).

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. SEIBERLING

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
offer an amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. SEiBerLING: Strike all after
t!;e enacting clause and insert in lieu there-
of:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“National
Forests and Public Lands of Nevada En-
hancement Act of 1986".

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) Finpings.—The Congress finds that—

(1) the public lands transferred by this
Act contain valuable natural resources
(such as watershed, range, outdoor recrea-
tion and wildlife habitat) which will be en-
hanced by the professional, multiple-use
management of the United States Forest
Service; and that certain national forest
lands would be enhanced by the profession-
al multiple-use management of the Bureau
of Land Management;

(2) the publics which untilize these natu-
ral resources will be benefited by such ad-
justments in management;

(3) the public lands transferred by this
Act to the Forest Service are adjacent to ex-
isting national forests and, in many cases,
are part of the same watersheds and moun-
tain ranges, and placing the management of
these lands under the administration of one
agency, the Forest Service, will improve effi-
ciency and be cost effective; that similar ef-
ficiency and cost effectiveness will result
from transfer of certain forest lands to the
Bureau of Land Management and;

(4) there is a consensus in Nevada that
these lands should be added to the national
forests and that some national forest lands
should be transferred to the Bureau of Land
Management for management.

(b) Purroses.—The purposes of this Act
are—
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(1) to transfer to the Forest Service,
United States Department of Agriculture,
certain public lands in Nevada currently ad-
ministered by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, United States Department of the In-
terior. These public lands are contiguous
to the Toiyabe and Inyo National Forests
and will become National Forest System
lands.

(2) to transfer to the Bureau of Land
Management, United States Department of
the Interior, certain lands in Nevada cur-
rently administered by the Forest Service,
United States Department of Agriculture.
These lands are contiguous to other public
lands and will be managed as such.

SEC. 3, TRANSFER OF LANDS,

(a) TRANSFER oOF PuUBLIC LANDS TO THE
FoRresT SERVICE.—Effective 180 days after
the enactment of this Act, the approximate-
ly 531,000 acres of public lands designated
for inclusion in the National Forest System
on two maps entitled “Nevada Interchange-
A-1" and “Nevada Interchange-B-1" and
dated October, 1986, are hereby transferred
to the Secretary of Agriculture and shall
become part of the Toiyabe National Forest
or the Inyo National Forest.

(b) BOUNDARIES OF TOIYABE AND INYO Na-
TIONAL FORESTS.—

(1) The boundary of the Toiyabe National
Forests and the Inyo National Forest is
hereby modified to reflect the transfer of
lands under subsection (a).

(2) For the purpose of section 7 of the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of
1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-9), the boundary of the
Toiyabe National Forest and the Inyo Na-
tional Forest, as modified by this subsec-
tion, shall be treated as if it were the bound-
ary of those National Forests as of January
1, 1965.

(c) TRANSFER OF FOREST SERVICE LaANDS TO
THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT.—Effec-
tive 180 days after the enactment of this
Act, the approximately 23,000 acres of na-
tional forest lands identified for manage-
ment by the Bureau of Land Management
on a map entitled “Nevada Interchange-A-
1" and dated October, 1986, are hereby
transferred to the Secretary of the Interior.

(d) Mars.—The maps referred to in sub-
section (a) and subsection (¢) shall be on file
and available for public inspection in the of-
fices of the Chief, Forest Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, and the Director,
Bureau of Land Management, Department
of the Interior. The Secretaries of Agricul-
ture and the Interior may make changes to
the maps to correct technical errors.

(e) Effective 180 days after enactment of
this Act, lands transferred by subsection (a)
of this section to the jurisdiction of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall be subject to the
planning requirements of section 6 of the
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources
Planning Act of 1974, and lands transferred
by subsection (c¢) of this section to the juris-
diction of the Secretary of the Interior shall
be subject to the planning requirements of
the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976. All transferred lands shall con-
tinue to be managed in accordance with
plans in effect on the date of enactment of
this Act until considered in plans developed
under applicable provisions of law. If no
plans are in effect on the date of enactment
of this Act, the respective transferred lands
shall be managed in a manner consistent
with other national forest or public lands,
as the case may be, in the vicinity until a
plan is developed under applicable provi-
sions of law. Nothing in this Act shall of
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itself require the amendment or revision of
the existing plans governing public lands or
national forest affected by the addition of
or deletion of lands transferred by this Act.
SEC. 4. WILDERNESS SUITABILITY.

(a) BLM STUDY AREAS.—ANY area or por-
tion thereof designated as a Bureau of Land
Management Wilderness Study Area
(Mount Stirling, NV-050-401; LaMadre
Mountains, NV-050-412) on the map re-
ferred to in section 3(a) which is made a
part of the National Forest System by this
Act shall be managed by the Secretary of
Agriculture in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 603(c) of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1876 (43
U.8.C. 1782) until Congress designates that
area as wilderness or releases it from fur-
ther wilderness consideration.

(b) RoapLEss AREAS NoT RECOMMENDED AS
WILDERNESS.—Any roadless area or portion
thereof which is made a part of the Nation-
al Forest System by this Act and which has
been considered but not recommended for
designation as wilderness pursuant to sec-
tion 202 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S. 1712)
shall be deemed to have been adequately
considered for wilderness for the purposes
of the initial land management plans here-
after required for such lands by section 6 of
the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Re-
sources Planning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C.
1604). The Secretary of Agriculture shall
not be required to manage such area to pre-
serve wilderness values or to review the wil-
derness option before the revision of such
plans, but the Secretary shall review the
wilderness option for such area when such
plans are revised.

(e¢) Any roadless areas on national forest
lands, or portions thereof, recommended by
the Secretary or Agriculture for wilderness
which will be transferred to the jurisdiction
of the Secretary of the Interior pursuant to
section 3(e) of this Act, shall be managed by
the Secretary of the Interior in accordance
with the provisions of section 603(c) of
Fi‘LPMA. or other specific statutory direc-
tion.

(d) No AppITION TO THE NATIONAL WILDER-
NESS PRESERVATION SysTEM.—Nothing in
this Act shall be construed to add lands to
the National Wilderness Preservation
System.

SEC. 5. MANAGEMENT OF MINERAL RESOURCES.

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to
change the law governing the management
of mineral resources.

SEC. 6. ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS.

With respect to the lands transferred by
section 3 any formal administrative appeal,
adjudication, or review pending on the date
of transfer of jurisdiction under this Act
shall be completed by the Secretary of the
Department in which it was initiated except
that the Secretary of the Department
having jurisdiction over the land pursuant
to this Act may exercise final administrative
review.

SEC. 7. VALID EXISTING RIGHTS.

(a) Nothing in this Act shall affect valid
existing rights of any person under any au-
thority of law as of the date of enactment of
this Act.

(b) Authorizations to use lands trans-
ferred by this Act which were issued prior
to the date of transfer shall remain subject
to the laws and regulations under which
they were issued: Provided, that such laws
and regulations will be exercised by the Sec-
retary to whom jurisdiction over affected
lands has been transferred by this Act. How-
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ever, renewals and extensions shall be sub-
ject to the laws and regulations pertaining
to the agency which has jurisdiction over
the land at the time of renewal or exten-
sion. The change of administrative jurisdie-
tion resulting from the enactment of this
Act shall not in itself constitute a basis for
denying the renewal or reissuance of any
such authorization.

SEC. 8. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act—

(1) the term "public lands” means the
lands administered by the Bureau of Land
Management, United States Department of
the Interior, as defined in section 103(3) of
the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701(e)); and

(2) the term “National Forest lands” or
“National Forest System lands" means the
lands administered by the Forest Service,
United States Department of Agriculture,
and has the same meaning as defined in sec-
tion 11 of the Forest and Rangeland Renew-
able Resources Planning Act of 1974 (16
U.S.C. 1609(a)).

SEC. 9. ADMINISTRATION OF RECEIPTS.

The acreage added to the Toiyable and
Inyo National Forests in the State of
Nevada by this Act shall not be counted in
determining the distribution of the Twenty-
Five Percent Fund between the States of
California and Nevada under the Act of
May 23, 1908, as amended. Provided, howev-
er, that the acreage added to these forests
shall be counted in the distribution of the
Twenty-five Percent Fund between the af-
fected counties in Nevada.

Mr. SEIBERLING (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment in the
nature of a substitute offered by the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SEIBER-
LING].

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL FOREST SKI AREA
PERMIT ACT OF 1986

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take from
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the Speaker's table the Senate bill (S.
2266) to establish a ski area permit
system on national forest lands, and
for other purposes, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, will the gentle-
man explain what is involved here?

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STRANG. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, this
bill would modernize the system by
which the Government leases national
forest lands for ski areas. The House
passed a virtually identical bill (H.R.
4489) last July, on suspension of the
rules.

That bill was introduced by our col-
league Tim WirTH of Colorado and co-
sponsored and supported by many
Members on both sides of the aisle.

The only change from the text of
the bill as it passed the House is the
insertion of a sentence clarifying that,
as existing law already requires, the
Government should charge fair

market value for these permits. This is
a change in which I and the many co-
sponsors of the bill concur, and I urge
the Members to consent to the passage
of the bill.

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, will the

gentleman yield?

Mr. STRANG. 1 yield to my col-
league, the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding and I want
to thank him for his great help in the
passage of this legislation.

The gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
StraNG] and the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RicHARDSON] have helped
to move this legislation through the
House with what I believe to be record
time from the point of introduction to
the point of passage today. This pas-
sage and the cooperation on the bill
results from working on both sides of
the aisle and working with the other
body, who as the chairman of the sub-
committee pointed out, was concerned
about some issues relating to fair
market value, which have also been
very carefully worked out.

The thrust of this legislation, if the
gentleman will yield further, will help
us to provide greater economic stabili-
ty for not only the ski industry, but
the western slope of the State of Colo-
rado, represented in large part by the
gentleman from Colorado who had so
kindly yielded.

The recreation job base is enormous-
ly important to our State. It is ap-
proximately a $4 billion job base and
the stability provided to this major in-
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dustry through the passage of S. 2266
will be very, very helpful.

Finally, in working through the leg-
islation we have worked with sports-
men's groups and with wildlife groups
taking care of the concerns that they
have, some justifiable concerns that
were worked out through the subcom-
mittee action, again with special refer-
ence and thanks to the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. STRANG].

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I thank
the gentleman for his explanation.

I would like to point out to the
Members of this body that this bill is
critical to American skiing and par-
ticularly to skiing, in my district,
which has 30 areas, 17 percent of all
the skiing in the United States.

I congratulate the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. WirTH] for his hard
work and I thank the chairman of the
subcommittee for his diligent atten-
tion to this bill.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STRANG. Further reserving the
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, as a
skier myself, I have a special incentive
to promote this bill.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. STRANG. Mr, Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRray of Illinois). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

An act to establish a ski area permit
system on national forest lands, and for
other purposes.

S. 2266
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “National
Forest Ski Area Permit Act of 1986".

SEC. 2. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this Act are to—

(a) provide a unified and modern permit-
ting process for nordic and alpine ski areas
on national forest lands;

(b) provide for ski area permits which
more closely reflect the acreage and other
physical requirements of modern ski area
developing; and

(c) provide a permit system which will be
more commensurate with the long-term con-
struction, financing, and operation needs of
ski areas on national forest lands.

SEC. 3. SKI AREA PERMITS.

(a) Law APPLICABLE TO PERMITS—The pro-
visions of the Act of March 4, 1915 (16
U.S.C. 497) notwithstanding, the term and
acreage of permits for the operation of
nordic and alpine ski areas and facilities on
National Forest System lands shall hence-
forth be governed by this Act and other ap-
plicable law.
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(b) AutHORITY.—The Secretary of Agricul-
ture (hereinafter referred to as “the Secre-
tary”), is authorized to issue permits (here-
inafter referred to as “'ski area permits”) for
the use and occupancy of suitable lands
within the National Forest System for
nordic and alpine skiing operations and pur-
poses. A ski area permit—

(1) may be issued for a term not to exceed
40 years;

(2) shall ordinarily be issued for a term of
40 years (unless the Secretary determines
that the facilities or operations are of a
scale or nature as are not likely to require
long/term financing or operation), or that
there are public policy reasons specific to a
particular permit for a shorter term;

(3) shall encompass such acreage as the
Secretary determines sufficient and appro-
priate to accommodate the permittee's
needs for ski operations and appropriate an-
cillary facilities;

(4) may be renewed at the discretion of
the Secretary;

(5) may be cancelled by the Secretary in

whole or in part for any violation of the
permit terms or conditions, for nonpayment
of permit fees, or upon the determination
by the Secretary in his planning for the
uses of the national forests that the permit-
ted area is needed for higher public pur-
poses;
(6) may be modified from time to time by
the Secretary to accommodate changes in
plans or operations in accordance with the
provisions of applicable law;

(7) shall be subject to such reasonable
terms and conditions as the Secretary
deems appropriate; and

(8) shall be subject to a permit fee based
on fair market value in accordance with ap-
plicable law.

{c) RuLEs AND REGULATIONS.—Within one
year after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall promulgate rules and
regulations to implement the provisions of
this Act, and shall, to the extent practicable
and with the consent of existing permit
holders, convert all existing ski area permits
or leases on National Forest System lands
into ski area permits which conform to the
provisions of this Act within 3 years of the
date of enactment of this Act.

(d) Nothing in this Act shall be deemed to
amend, modify or otherwise affect the Sec-
retary’s duties under the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, or the Forest and Range-
lands Renewable Resources Planning Act as
amended by the National Forest Manage-
ment Act, including his duties to involve the
public in his decisionmaking and planning
for the national forests.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the Senate bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
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CONVEYING CERTAIN PROPER-
TY TO THE TOWN OF PAYSON,
AZ

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker's table the Senate bill (S.
565) to direct the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to convey, without consideration,
to the town of Payson, AZ, approxi-
mately 30.96 acres of Forest Service
lands, with a Senate amendment to
the House amendments thereto, and
concur in the Senate amendment to
the House amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment to the House amendments, as
follows:

Page 2, after line 11 of the House en-
grossed amendment, insert:

Sec. 5. Section 205 of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43
U.8.C. 1715(e)) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (¢)
by striking out “Lands and interests” and
inserting in lieu thereof “Except as provided
in subsection (e), lands and interests”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(e) Lands acquired by the Secretary pur-
suant to this section or section 206 in ex-
change for lands which were revested in the
United States pursuant to the provisions of
the Act of June 9, 1916 (39 Stat. 218) or re-
conveyed to the United States pursuant to
the provisions of the Act of February 26,
1919 (40 Stat, 1179), shall be considered for
all purposes to have the same status as, and
shall be administered in accordance with
the same provisions of law applicable to, the
revested or reconveyed lands exchanged for
the lands acquired by the Secretary.”.

Sec. 6. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Secretary of the Interior, if
he determines it necessary and appropriate
for the purpose of consummating an ex-
change of lands or interests therein under
applicable law, is hereby authorized and di-
rected to revoke the withdrawal under the
First Form by Order of the Secretary of the
Interior dated December 14, 1904, and as in-
terpreted by Order of Interpretation of the
Secretary of the Interior dated May 19,
1964, insofar as said withdrawal applies to
Section 31 (Lots 1, 2, 3, WkE%, EvaNW%
SE%SEY%) T. 5 N, R. T E., Gila and Salt
River Meridian, Arizona.

Sec. 7. Notwithstanding any provision of
law or order based thereon, the Secretary of
the Interior, at the request of the Secretary
of Agriculture, is authorized to take such ac-
tions (including but not limited to the revo-
cation of withdrawals and the issuance of
patents) as may be necessary to facilitate
and consummate a land exchange in Idaho
known as the Mesa Falls Exchange, as de-
scribed in a Land Exchange Notice by the
Department of Agriculture published in the
Post-Register newspaper published in Idaho
Falls, Idaho on November 12, 1985 (p. B-5),
if the Secretary of Agriculture decides to
proceed with such exchange.

Mr. SEIBERLING (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate amendment
to the House amendments be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the initial request
of the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. STRANG. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, and I will not
object, will the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. SEIBERLING], my chairman, please
explain what is involved.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STRANG. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, S.
565 deals with the transfer of certain
lands in Arizona to the State, a
county, and a town. The House passed
the bill after making some amend-
ments. The Senate has now returned
the bill with amendments. The Senate
amendments have all been passed by
the House already as parts of other
measures, and are noncontroversial
provisions dealing with land manage-
ment authorities of the Department of
the Interior.

I believe we should go ahead and
concur in the Senate amendments and
clear the bill for the President.

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his explanation.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the matter just considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

RELEASING CERTAIN RESTRIC-
TIONS IN CONVEYANCE OF
LAND TO THE TOWN OF
JEROME, AZ

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 1593)
to direct the Secretary of the Interior
to release on behalf of the United
States certain restrictions in a previ-
ous conveyance of land to the town of
Jerome, AZ, with a Senate amendment
thereto, and concur in the Senate
amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Page, 2, line 3, strike out “4978894" and
insert “497894".
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. STRANG. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man from Ohio please explain what is
involved?

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STRANG. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, this
bill has been returned with a technical
amendment that corrects a typo-
graphical error. The bill is purely a
housekeeing bill. I urge concurrence in
the Senate amendment so the bill can
be cleared for the President.

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his explanation.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the matter just considered.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
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ADDITION OF CERTAIN LANDS
TO HAWAII VOLCANOES NA-
TIONAL PARK

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate bill (S. 2320) to amend
an act to add certain lands on the
Island of Hawaii to Hawaii Volcanoes
National Park, and for other purposes,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, I rise in
support of S. 2320, to add approxi-
mately 5,600 acres to the Hawaii Vol-
canoes National Park through dona-
tion or exchange. The land parcel,
known as tract 22, is adjacent to the
park and has been identified for acqui-
sition by the National Park Service for
several years. It is presently a wilder-
ness rain forest which provides prime
habitat for several species of rare
native birds.
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The Park Service has been unable to
acquire tract 22 due to a 1938 law
which allows acquisition of land par-
cels adjacent to the park by donation
only. When the landowrer recently
proposed geothermal activities on
tract 22, the State of Hawaii acquired
the tract through a land exchange. S.
2320 allows the Secretary to acquire
tract 22 through an exchange by con-
veying to the State an approximately
equal amount of Federal land in
Hawaii that is considered surplus by
the General Services Administration.

Mr. Speaker, tract 22 certainly quali-
fies as an appropriate addition to the
Hawaii Volcanoes National Park due
to its outstanding natural features. By
exchanging this land parcel for sur-
plus Federal land, only minimal Feder-
al funds will need to be expended to
complete the acquisition. This is par-
ticularly important due to the limited
Federal appropriations available for
land acquisition. During this difficult
time of fiscal constraints, it is critical
that we consider other methods to ac-
quire important additions to our Na-
tional Park System, such as the land
exchange proposed in S. 2320.

The Subcommittee on National
Parks and Recreation held a hearing
in June on a House companion bill to
S. 2320. The testimony at the hearing
reflected substantial public support
for the measure. The Interior and In-
sular Affairs Committee favorably re-
ported S. 2320 on October 7.

For these reasons, I urge all of my
colleagues to support S. 2320.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to speak today
in support of S. 2320, a bill to amend
an act to add certain lands on the
island of Hawaii to Hawaii Volcanoes
National Park. The Senate passed this
bill on September 10.

S. 2320 would allow the land ex-
change process to proceed so that
eventually the 5,650 acres of tract 22
can become part of Hawaii Volcanoes
National Park. The James Campbell
estate, previous owner of tract 22, de-
sired to develop its energy resources.
The State of Hawaii has already ex-
changed this land for other State
lands to ensure that the resources of
tract 22 are protected, while giving the
James Campbell estate other land
some 10 miles distant. Tract 22, on the
park’s north boundary, has long been
the park’s highest land acquisition pri-
ority. This tract of virgin ohia and
fern rain forest also provides habitat
for several endangered species. With-
out this legislation we risk geothermal
development immediately adjacent to

the park.
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The proposed three-way land ex-
change, already entered into in good
faith by the State of Hawaii and the
James Campbell estate, provides us an
example of a creative if complicated
means of ensuring that precious re-
sources are well protected even as pri-
vate and State landowners are the
1938 legislation that established the
park to allow for land exchange as
well as donation.

1 have recently received a letter
from the State of Hawaii telling me
that the State board of land and natu-
ral resources terminated and voided
the Kahauale's a geothermal resource
subzone, in the Kilauea upper east rift
zone and the Kahauale's Conservation
District use permit, an action con-
firmed by the Third Circuit Court for
the State of Hawaii when it dismissed
six appeals related to this land. The
result is that no geothermal develop-
ment may take place on tract 22 or the
surrounding land, thereby protecting
tract 22's subsurface rights.

By passing this legislation, we allow
this exchange process to proceed in a
manner to protect the resources in
tract 22, The acquisition of tract 22
will also have the effect of providing
greater protection for the rest of the
park, and by ensuring that energy de-
velopment will take place far from this
magnificent place that is part of our
heritage, Hawaii Volcanoes National
Park.

I note that the entire Hawaii delega-
tion wants this legislation, and that
the National Park Service has long
sought it. I want to thank DaAnNNY
Axaxa for his leadership and concern
for the protection of park resources.
He and his staff worked diligently on
this legislation—the park will benefit
from his efforts. I also want to thank
Jack Brooks and his staff for their
close scrutiny of this bill and for their
assistance.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support S. 2320.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
S. 2320, a bill which will enable Hawaii Volca-
noes National Park to acquire a 5,650-acre
tract adjacent to its present boundaries.

The parcel of land, which is presently
unused, has been the National Park Service's
acquisition priority in the Pacific area since
1951. This tree-fern rain forest, populated with
native ohia, contains the habitat of the endan-
gered Hawaiian Hawk and Hawaiian Ou as
well as several other species found only in the
Hawaiian archipelago. Congress identified the
parcel as suitable for potential wilderness in
1978. Except for its non-Federal status, the
tract possesses all the necessary attributes
for wilderness designation.

Over the past 5 years, this important tract
of land has been the focus of geothermal ac-
tivities. In early 1982, its owner revealed plans
for large-scale geothermal development on
the land. Approximately 50 geothermal wells
were proposed as close as 1,000 feet from
the park boundary. Four proposed power-
plants were to be located within 4,000 feet of
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the park. While the State of Hawaii recognizes
the need to develop alternatives to non-
renewable energy resources and has empha-
sized this need through State legislation, we
also recognize the importance of maintaining
the integrity of Hawaii's largest national park.
The adverse effects of geothermal emissions,
surface disturbance, noise, odor, and vista im-
pairment in close proximity to the park would
have serious consequences. Such develop-
ment would cause the deterioration of native
plant and animal communities, fragmentation
of the ohia fern forest essential for endan-
gered native bird survival, degradation of the
wilderness quality of the east rift and Kala-
pana extension areas, and destruction of
present and future visitors' perceptions of the
park.

After 2 years of searching for a means to
satisfy these competing interests, a solution
has been found that will allow geothermal de-
velopment while removing its adverse effects
from the immediate vicinity of the park. In De-
cember 1984, on the recommendation of the
State board of land and natural resources, the
owner of this tract was encouraged to consid-
er a land exchange with the State of Hawaii.
At the same time, the State encouraged the
National Park Service to find a way of acquir-
ing the tract for inclusion into Hawaii Volca-
noes National Park. The State of Hawaii then
began to consider the possibility of a three-
party land exchange with the Federal Govern-
ment that would allow the National Park Serv-
ice to acquire this important parcel contingent
upon the State and the landowner moving for-
ward with their two-party exchange.

After several meetings among the State, the
National Park Service, and the landowner,
such an agreement was achieved. On April
18, the State of Hawaii and the landowner
consummated their exchange, whereby tract
22 was acquired by the State in exchange for
State land located farther downslope from the
park. The State has indicated that it is willing
to convey tract 22 to the Federal Government
for park purposes in exchange for appropriate
Federal land. However, Congress must enact
legislation to allow the Department of the Inte-
rior to become a third party to this exchange
agreement.

The benefits of this legislation are self-evi-
dent. First, the 5,650-acre tract of virgin rain
forest would become part of the Hawaii Volca-
noes National Park, offering protection to en-
dangered species and popular visitor attrac-
tions, allowing representation of this unique
ecosystem in the National Park System, and
facilitating National Park Service administra-
tive control over the land for the purposes of
public safety. Second, and equally important,
geothermal development could proceed in an
area well removed from the park. Further-
more, geothermal development could proceed
immediately without the burden of continued
hearings, protests, appeals, and threats of
court actions which have held development to
a standstill over the past 4 years. Third, there
would be no need to seek major appropria-
tions from Congress for the acquisition of the
land at a time when budget considerations are
on the minds of every Member of Congress.
Finally, the more than 2% million visitors that
come to the Hawaii Volcanoes National Park
from all parts of our Nation each year will
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enjoy the benefit of an appropriate expansion
of the State’s natural treasures.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker,
I withdraw my reservation of objec-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

S. 2320

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. ADDITION TO HAWAII VOLCANOES NA-
TIONAL PARK.

The Act entitled “An Act to add certain
lands on the island of Hawaii to the Hawaii
National Park, and for other purposes” (52
Stat. 781; 16 U.S.C. 391b) is amended by
adding at the end the following new section:

“Sec. 5. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act, the Secretary of the
Interior (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Sec-
retary’) is authorized to acquire by dona-
tion, donation or exchange the land and in-
terests therein comprising approximately
5,650 acres and identified as tract number
118/22 on the map entitled ‘Recommended
Land Acquisition’, in the Hawaii Volcanoes
National Park Land Protection Plan as rec-
ommended May 17, 1985, which plan shall
be on file and available for public inspection
in the office of the Director, National Park
Service, Department of the Interior, Wash-
ington, D.C. and the Office of the Superin-
tendent, Hawaii Volcanoes National Park,
Hawaii.

“(b) In exercising his authority to acquire
the real property referred to in subsection
(a) by exchange, the Secretary may accept
title thereto and in exchange therefor he
may convey to the grantor of such real
property title to any United States Govern-
ment real property under his administrative
jurisdiction, other than real property within
or administered as a part of the National
Park System, in the State of Hawaii which
he determines is suitable for such exchange.
The values of the properties exchanged
shall be approximately equal, or if they are
not approximately equal, the values shall be
equalized by the payment of money to the
grantor or to the Secretary as the circum-
stances require. In no circumstance shall an
equalization payment exceed one fourth (25
percent) the appraised value of the real
property referred to in subsection (a). Any
money paid to the Secretary shall be depos-
ited as miscellaneous receipts in the Treas-
ury of the United States.

“(e) Real property owned by the State of
Hawaii or any political subdivision thereof
may be acquired only by donation or ex-
change.

“(dX1) In order to facilitate the acquisi-
tion of the real property referred to in sub-
section (a) by exchange, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, upon request of
the Secretary, the Administrator of General
Services shall transfer to the Secretary.
without reimbursement, administrative ju-
risdiction over any excess or surplus United
States Government real property in the
State of Hawaii for purposes of such and ex-
change.

“(2) For the purposes of a land exchange
with the State of Hawaii, the Secretary
shall consult with the State of Hawalii in the
process of identifying suitable exchange
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lands belonging to the United States Gov-
ernment.

“(3) For the purposes of a land exchange
with the State of Hawaii, real property
owned by the United States Government
and selected for use in a land exchange
shall not be from among those lands ceded
to the United States Government.

“{e) The real property acquired by the
Secretary pursuant to this section shall be
administered by the Secretary as part of
Hawaii Volcanoes National Park, subject to
;‘heklews and regulations applicable to the

ark.

“(f) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated up to $700,000 to carry out the
purpose of this section.”.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the Senate bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES
ON H.R. 3810—IMMIGRATION
CONTROL AND LEGALIZATION
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1986

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAZZOLI

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, pursu-

ant to House Resolution 580, I move
that the House insist on its amend-
ments to the Senate bill, S. 1200, and
request a conference with the Senate
thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. MazzoL1].

The motion was agreed to.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. LUNGREN

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a motion to instruct.

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to instruct.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from California [Mr. Lun-
GREN] is senior on the Judiciary Com-
mittee and is recognized.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. LunGrREN moves that the managers on
the part of the House, at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the bill, S. 1200, be instructed to recede to
the Senate from section 305 of the House
bill entitled “Eligibility of Certain Agricul-
tural workers for Legal Assistance” under
which certain non-immigrant workers ad-
mitted or permitted to remain in the United
States for agricultural labor or service are
made eligible for legal assistance under the
Legal Services Corporation Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from California [Mr. Lun-
GREN] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. Speaker, in the
immigration bill that we discussed at
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length yesterday and finally passed,
there was one area that was not sub-
ject to discussion, that was not allowed
to be debated, but yet is one that I
think is controversial, and as a matter
of fact is extemely important.

The House has spoken on this
matter before, and that is the question
of the coverage of authority given to
Legal Services. Legal Services Corpora-
tion, which is a corporation which is
funded by the Federal Government, is
one which allows services to be given
to those who are unable to afford legal
services on their own.

We have had debates on this floor
about the extent of Legal Services. We
have had debates on this floor as to
the amount of funds that ought to be
committed to Legal Services.

Suffice it to say that those who sup-
port Legal Services would suggest that
we have not at this point in time
funded it to the level that they believe
in, because they suggest that they
cannot perform all the legal services
that are to be performed for the
people intended.

On the other hand, there has been a
very strong argument on this floor
before that Legal Services Corporation
ought to do that which we wish it to
do, to provide legal services for those
who cannot afford to have them them-
selves. We have in the past made a
number of restrictions with respect to
the ambit of authority given to the
Legal Services operators.

The gentleman from Florida [Mr.
McCorLruMm] has in the past carried
legislation on this floor which has
passed which has said, among other
things, that Legal Services Corpora-
tion attorneys should do the work for
American citizens and American na-
tionals and not for H-2 workers.

Why do we say that? H-2 workers
are workers who are in a true sense
guestworkers. They are brought in
here after a certification has been
made by the person seeking those
workers that they are needed because
domestic workers cannot be found;
that in bringing them here they will
not undercut the prevailing wage; that
they cannot undercut the housing re-
quirements that are made, if in fact
that is a condition of employment;
that they cannot undercut the work
conditions.

And we have said on this floor in our
votes before that that ought not be a
group of people given taxpayers’ attor-
neys that are otherwise supposed to
help American citizens and nationals
who are here that are unable to pay
themselves.

As a result, that has not been al-
lowed. Yet in this bill what we have
said is for the very first time H-2
workers will have Legal Services repre-
sentation.

When H-2 workers are in the United
States, those workers are protected by
their own country. They are allowed
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to come here in agreement with the
U.S. Government, and they are the
people who are to protect them. They
are represented by the respresenta-
tives of their own Government, and
there is no need at that point in time
for Legal Services Corporation attor-
neys to be given that particular repre-
sentation.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNGREN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from New York,

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I
would just like to clarify that the gen-
tleman's motion to instruct applies to
legal services for the H-2 workers in
the bill, but not for legal services for
the other agricultural workers.

Mr. LUNGREN. For those that are
in section 305 of the House bill.

Mr. SCHUMER. Is that all?

Mr. LUNGREN. Eligibility of certain
agricultural workers for legal assist-
ance. And it is my understanding that
the debate that went on within the
circles outside of the Congress and
inside the Congress before we came to
the floor went to the question of
whether H-2 workers would be provid-
ed legal services assistance.

Mr. SCHUMER. Correct.

Mr. LUNGREN. That is the point to
which this instruction goes. That is
the intention of the author.

Mr. SCHUMER. So it is not the in-
tention of the author to affect legal
services for the so-called Schumer
workers. Is that accurate?

Mr. LUNGREN. That is correct. It is
directed at the H-2 workers.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. LUNGREN. So, Mr. Speaker, it
seems to me that what we ought to do
is remain consistent here in the House
of Representatives. I recall that just a
week ago a Member of Congress from
the other side of the aisle representing
an area of North Carolina came to the
floor and talked to us about the prob-
lem that small farmers, very small
farmers, were having with the local
Legal Services Corporation attorneys
who had managed to get around the
restriction that we had placed in the
law in a previous Congress. In fact, he
recited to us some letters received by
some of those small farmers in his dis-
trict in which the letters basically
said, “If you don't give us so much
money in settlement we will keep you
tied up in court.”

He referred to that I believe as a
type of legal blackmail. That is his as-
sessment of it, and it seems to me
under those circumstances that we
ought to have our conferees instructed
on that important question.

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNGREN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Nebraska.
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Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, I want to
follow up on the question asked a
moment ago with respect to the Schu-
mer amendments and the effect of the
motion to instruct.

What about the category of those
who may become eligible under the
Schumer amendment but that in fact
are not permanent residents for a
period of time?

Mr. LUNGREN. It is my understand-
ing that they would not be affected by
this.

Mr. DAUB. So they would be able to
get legal services even though they do
not even have their green card, under
certain circumstances?

Mr. LUNGREN. They would be able
to get legal services at the time they
received their green card. I will have
to confess to the gentleman———

Mr. DAUB. At the time they get
their green card.

Mr. LUNGREN. I will have to con-
fess to the gentleman that I am uncer-
tain of the point with respect to the
temporary status period.
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Mr. DAUB. So it would be my hope
that we do not, by the collogquy we
have just had for the record on your
motion, which I support, remove from
consideration in conference the refine-
ment of the issue whether legal serv-
ices ought to be available until that
point that one becomes of legal status
in this country.

Mr. LUNGREN. It is not my inten-
tion at this point in time to make any
decision with respect to this body on
that question. This goes to a specific
area of the H-2 agreements that were
reached, a dispute that was raised as
to whether some people signed off on
it or did not sign off on it. I was cer-
tainly not a party to that. The gentle-
man from Florida [(Mr. McCoLLum]
whose amendment has been adopted
into law in previous Congresses was
not a party to any such agreement,
and we think that since that has been
presented on the floor, and the Con-
gress has made a decision on that, that
we ought to indicate to the conferees
that we hope that they will remain
consistent with respect to the decision
made by this House in a previous year.

Mr. DAUB. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, I think that the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LUNGREN]
makes a very good point, I must say to
my colleagues, and that is that we
ought not to confuse even the limited
funding now some argue is given to
Legal Services with a new sort of cate-
gory, and dilute those funds, and be
unable to manage the system under
current circumstances, and as to the
question of whether or not those who
have not yet achieved permanent resi-
dence under any portion of the bill we
are sending to conference would get
the services of Legal Aid. That, as I
understand it from the gentleman, re-
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mains an open question for confer-
ence.

Mr. LUNGREN. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. DAUB. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNGREN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Kentucky, for
purposes of debate only.

Mr. MAZZOLI. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Let me just shift focus for just a
moment away from H-2, whether it is
for legal services for H-2 workers or
legal services for temporary workers to
permanent residents, and let me shift
to the task before the Congress.

We hope we might get started on a
conference perhaps later on this week
or sometime next week and maybe
report back to the House the complet-
ed bill on the very vexing and nettle-
some topic of immigration reform. I
would just hope that the body would
not bind the hands of the conference
members, the conferees, despite their
feeling on legal services and whether
it should be extended to H-2 workers
or not.

The question is the conference com-
mittee has a very difficult task ahead
of it, and if it goes into conference
with one or two hands tied behind its
collective back, then of course the op-
portunity of getting an agreement,
which we are all looking for, in the
short time left in the 99th Congress
becomes all the more clouded. I would
just implore the men and women of
the House just to understand your
conferees go into that conference
aware of the House position on issues,
both by way of votes and by way of in-
formal agreements and conference
calls and conversations. We are not
unaware of the problems that some
Members have with legal services. Let
us have the opportunity, the freedom,
to go into the conference and make
some agreements. You always have an
opportunity to vote up or down on
what we eventually conclude.

So rather than tie us going in, let us
have the freedom to make our agree-
ments, in your name, and then report
to you a completed product. At that
time then you will have an opportuni-
ty to have a referendum on whether
we have done our job correctly or in-
correctly

So with the greatest respect to my
friend from California, with whom I
have worked in harness and in tandem
for a long time in seeking an immigra-
tion bill, let us just urge the House not
to agree to this instruction. Let us go
in uninstructed, unimpeded, free to
make the decisions we have to make
and report a bill back to you in due
course.

Mr. LUNGREN. I thank the gentle-
man for his comments, and if I
thought we were going into conference
completely unimpeded with total free-
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dom and flexibility to deal with this
issue, I would not bring it up. But I
fear that may not be the case, and
that is a deep concern that I have. To
be told at some point in time that
some people understood a certain
thing was to be the case, and then to
suggest to those of us who have been
involved in this issue before, who have
prevailed on this issue before on the
floor and all the way to legislation
that somehow we may be heard, but
we may not be effective, and may have
no influence is something very diffi-
cult for us to accept.

The House has not had an opportu-
nity to speak on this issue in the con-
text of the bill. Some of us thought it
should. We were unsuccessful in that,
and to be told now that we ought to
give conferees a full freedom, which is
what I would like; which is what I
would like, if I could have it stipulated
on the record that there is going to be
full freedom on this issue, then I will
be happy to withdraw my request, but
I doubt we could get that commit-
ment.,

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNGREN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from California, for
purposes of debate only.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I was
going to ask the gentleman from Cali-
fornia a question.

There were several other provisions
of the legislation that we adopted last
night that were not subject to an
amendment under the rule under
which we considered the bill. Is the
gentleman’s motion to instruct direct-
ed to any of those, or has he picked
out one particular issue that he is fo-
cusing on here and is just going to
leave it at that, to achieve that par-
ticular purpose?

Mr. LUNGREN. I knew if the gentle-
man sat here long enough and heard
the reading of the instruction he
would understand exactly what I was
doing, and the gentleman has very cor-
rectly described what I am doing. Yes,
I have picked one of those out.

Does the gentleman wish to speak
further?

Mr. BERMAN, If the gentleman will
continue to yield, yes.

Mr. LUNGREN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Califorina, for
purposes of debate only.

Mr. BERMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. I do not consider this
motion worth too much, although the
gentleman who made it has a great
deal of respect, in my opinion, and de-
serves it for the work he has done on
this whole legislative effort.

But the motion seeks to undo one
part of an elaborate negotiation that
took place over many days last spring
with respect to our current law on H-
2. This is a program where the U.S.
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Government sanctions bringing in for-
eign guest workers to harvest crops in
certain parts of this country, particu-
larly at this time in the Eastern
United States, but in a program that
has been utilized more and more in
other parts of the country as well.
Under that agreement a number of
changes were made in the law, includ-
ing changes sought passionately and
through the immigration bill in both
the other body and in the House ver-
sion as introduced not only in this
year but in the last session of Con-
gress as well, changes to streamline
the program, changes to bring in the
Secretary of Agriculture, changes to
alter different aspects of the protec-
tions now contained in regulations to
protect those workers.

Part and parcel of that agreement
was an understanding that the H-2
workers would be entitled if they oth-
erwise qualified, and only if they oth-
erwise qualified, to legal services rep-
resentation, because without that, the
protections contained for those work-
ers, the housing protections, the do-
mestic, the transportation of protec-
tions, the piecework rate and adverse
impact wage rates protections become
utterly meaningless. The fact is the
history of the abuses in that H-2 pro-
gram, which has been documented

time and time again, cannot be cor-
rected without effective representa-
tion, as you could easily contemplate
guest workers coming here for a short

period of time, hoping to come back
again, anxious to pick up a wage con-
siderably higher than the wage they
might be making in their own country,
have no individual ability and no ef-
fective collective ability to enforce the
protections that the U.S. law is sup-
posed to guarantee them. So from that
point of view, with all of the different
tradeoffs made in this compromise,
legal services were agreed to, and soon
after the passage of that bill from the
Judiciary Committee the H-2 growers’
representatives went back to some of
their coalition members and apparent-
ly got some heat for making this com-
mitment and now have turned every-
thing on its head, tried to argue this is
no longer a part of the agreement, and
in a quite unscrupulous fashion this
group of people is now urging people
who are not party to the negotiations,
and I want to make it very clear the
gentleman from California was not
party to that negotiation, there is
nothing involved in the conversations
that I have had with him that would
in any way bind him to the position of
this bill, but that group, in what I con-
sider to be unscrupulous fashion, is
now seeking to undo a position that
they agree to in detailed negotiations
and for which they got numerous
changes in existing law; changes they
have been seeking for years and years.
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I again remind everyone that this is
a nonbinding instruction, but urge
that if you consider the merits of the
very specific proposal, that the in-
struction be defeated.

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLoMON].

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I was
called back to my district last night
unavoidably, and I missed the last sev-
eral votes, including final passage of
the immigration bill.

I just want to say that in my district,
which stretches from West Point
almost to Lake Placid along the
Hudson River, we have many ethnic
groups, Italian, Irish and many others,
who have waited patientily all their
lives for their families to come over
and I for one oppose any kind of
amendments and any kind of legisla-
tion that would in any way give am-
nesty to or legalize illegal aliens in this
country.

Had I been present, I would have
voted “no” on final passage of the bill.

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
Dausl.

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to emphasize what we are about to do
here. If you vote for the gentleman's
motion to instruct, you are saying that
in conference we want to insist on not
allowing legal aid, tax-paid legal serv-
ices, for H-2 guest-workers.

No other country takes care of our
guest-workers’ legal expense from
their treasury, and it does not seem to
me appropriate that we take care of
guest-workers’ legal expenses when
they are here. So I hope that Members
of Congress will support the gentle-
man’s motion.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNGREN. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the motion to instruct. I rise on two
grounds. One is that as the gentleman,
the chairman of the subcommittee and
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BerMAN] has said, that this conference
is going to be a difficult conference.
There are lots of issues outstanding;
many different balances, and as we all
know with immigration: “It ain’t over
'til it’s over; and it ain’t over yet.”

So we do have lots of problems, and
anything that does tie the hands of
the conferees, although it is perfectly
legitimate for the gentleman from
California [Mr. LuncreN] to bring up
this resolution; but anything that ties
the conferees' hands just drops things,
in my opinion, a notch in terms of the
chances of getting a bill.
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I was impressed last night—I think
one could not fail to get impressed—
with the overwhelming desire of this
House to pass real and true and
humane immigration reform.

The second point that I would make
is substantive. Legal services—we dis-
pute many different issues, and no one
side has a higher moral ground than
the other on any of them, in my opin-
ion; people have different views.

The issue of legal services really
means something very dear and near,
at least to me. That is that you can
give people all the rights you want,
but if they have no way to enforce
those rights, those rights are meaning-
less.

So we can write into the law that
you must do this and must do that;
but we all know that the INS is terri-
bly overburdened; we all know that
the Department of Agriculture, the
Department of Labor are overbur-
dened; they have been subject to cuts
recently.

If you do not have some kind of way
for the migrant laborer to enforce the
law, then they are useless.

So what I would say to the good gen-
tleman and gentlewomen in this
Chamber is, if we are not going to
have legal services, why kid ourselves?
Why not just abolish all the laws that
are supposed to protect these folk; be-
cause if you do not have legal services,
the laws are unenforceable and use-
less.

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his com-
ments. I might just say, though, that
these other countries, from whence
these people come, represent these
folks. They get the representation of
their own government. They can make
complaints to their own government,
their own government can represent
them, can pay for the attorneys in-
volved.

That is the way it has been in the
past; that is the way we would assume
it would continue in the future. We
have made sure, in the H-2 changes
that we have made, that it is a better
working program from both the stand-
point of the worker and the employer.

So since we have put in statute more
precise language, which used to be
subject merely to regulation, if they
have a complaint it is easier for their
government to represent them with re-
spect to those specific complaints.

1 again ask the question of this
House: Do you think that we have an
abundance of legal services available
to the poor people of America? If you
do, and you think we have extra time
for them to work and extra money for
them to use, representing people be-
cause they are not representing
enough now, then I guess you would
vote down my motion to instruct.

Since they have this time they
might as well do it for people who are
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not citizens of this country who are
here as guest-workers, who are here as
a result of contractual agreements our
country has with their country.

Evidently we believe that their coun-
tries do not have the resources to
defend their own people; and we must
use taxpayers’ dollars to do that.

Mr. Speaker, I think that Members
should be able to vote on that.

The other thing I would say is, I
keep hearing “Don't tie us up in con-
ference.” 1 believe that. If the gentle-
man from New York will take the
microphone at this time and tell me
that we are not tied up on this issue
going into conference, and that he will
make sure that we visit it anew in con-
ference, and that it is not predestined
where we are going in conference, I
will be happy to say this motion to in-
struct is frivolous.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNGREN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. I asked the
gentleman from New York, but I will
be happy to yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BERMAN].

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, is the
gentleman indicating that if he is as-
sured that in conference this is not an
issue in the sense of the issues we dis-
cussed I guess it was the day before
yesterday on the Schumer proposal,
where Senators and Congressmen got
together and said, “We agree on a
package,” and that makes that issue
now predetermined. If the gentleman
is asking, “Is this issue not in that cat-
egory?” he would indicate that his
own motion is frivolous and withdraw
it?

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’'s comments.
Since he has brought up that conver-
sation we had, I guess I feel free to
mention that conversation and others
we have had in which you said we are
free to consider it as long as you were
assured that you have enough votes in
the conference to prevail.

Now, that is not what I refer to as
freedom. I understand freedom as
meaning, “We will actually go in there
and we will work on it.” When I am
told that I am allowed to have some-
thing brought up, as long as I am as-
sured I am going to lose by the posi-
tions taken by the people on the con-
ference, that bothers me a little bit;
and I think the gentleman can under-
stand, being as concerned about mi-
nority rights as I know he is in gener-
al, I know he would be concerned
about minority rights in particular in
this House.

Since I find myself in the minority
party and I recognize being in confer-
ence, it is not apt to be selected to
make sure that my position prevails. 1
just want to make sure it is not select-
ed that my position has to absolutely
lose when my position is the position
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this House has carried in a full and
open date and free vote.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNGREN. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I
would say to the gentleman that there
is a set of issues that as the gentleman
from California knows, and it is not a
secret any more, that every person at
least in the room that we negotiated in
said, “We agree this issue is settled.”

I do not believe, it is not my recollec-
tion of the meeting and I am sure it is
not either gentleman from Califor-
nia’s, that legal services for H-2 is
among them. That if someone were to
bring it up we would say, “Hey, we've
decided that. We're not going back
over old ground.”

By the same token, it is perfectly
within the gentleman from Califor-
nia’s right to go to those who appoint
the conferees and look and see what
kinds of conferees and what their
views are on certain issues, and I
assure the gentleman, even though I
am not privy to the discussions that,
knowing how this place operates, that
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
FisH] and the chairman of the com-
mittee, Mr. Ropino, and the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. Simpson,] and
the ranking minority member of the
subcommittee, Mr. METZENBAUM, are
all choosing conferees, looking at how
the votes were going to come out. It
would be sort of foolhardy to choose
conferees who would not uphold the
positions of the Houses or who would
not be flexible enough to come to an
agreement.

Mr. LUNGREN. I appreciate that.
All T am trying to do is find out what
the will of the House is so that we can
be better informed; some would say in-
structed; I guess I would like to have a
motion to inform conferees how the
Members of the House feel on this, be-
cause I suspect when we are in confer-
ence, I will be reminded that motions
to instruct are not binding.

Recognizing they are not binding, I
wonder why Members on that side
would not allow us to have the Mem-
bers vote. It is a very, very simple
question: Do you believe the foreign
workers who are here under a contrac-
tual agreement between the United
States and their country, ought to get
taxpayers attorneys so they can
pursue lawsuits against American citi-
zen employers.
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That is really the question here.
They do have the ability at the
present time to be represented by
their own government or by legal rep-

resentation hired by their own govern-
ment. That is true now; it will contin-

ue to be true with one major excep-
tion. We have better defined the obli-
gations and protections for the work-
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ers here and they have a better oppor-
tunity now to represent them than
they did before. For that I thank the
gentleman from California.

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut.
Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNGREN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. MORRI-
SON].

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I think it is important if the gentle-
man is not going to find his own
motion frivolous, that we get on the
record a little bit of why that it is im-
portant that these H-2 workers have
this representation. The first thing
that is most important that the gen-
tleman's statement overlooks is that
the way that the current law is writ-
ten with respect to legal services, it is
not only Federal funds that cannot be
used to represent H-2 workers, but
legal services programs with private
support and with private funds that
seek to represent these workers cannot
use those funds under the current law.

Mr. LUNGREN. If I may reclaim my
time, so what the gentleman is saying
is that under current law as passed by
a previous Congress, legal services are
not afforded H-2 workers.

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut.
That is absolutely correct; there is no
question about it.

Mr. LUNGREN. This would change
present law.

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut.
There is no question about it.

Mr. LUNGREN. Providing a benefit
they do not receive now in taxpayer-
supported attorneys.

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. If
the gentleman would yield further, I
think the gentleman is handly under-
scoring a point that needs underscor-
ing. We would not be here discussing it
nor would it be an important amend-
ment to the bill if it were not a change
of current law. It is a change of cur-
rent law that has not always been the
case. H-2 workers at an earlier time
did receive representation and should
receive representation.

I think the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BErmMaN] has been quite elo-
quent on the point that legal rights
without legal representations are
meaningless. The gentleman from
California [Mr. LUuNGREN] has under-
scored the ability of foreign govern-
ments to advocate on behalf of H-2
workers for their rights. The problem
with that, I think, can be seen analo-
gously in our own context. People who
are accused of discrimination or have
problems with discrimination, workers
in this country feel they are being dis-
criminated against.

Both State and Federal Government
in this country have government agen-

cies specifically designated to look into
those matters. The Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission on the Fed-
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eral level. Yet no one here has
thought that that was adequate in
order to have those individual rights
vindicated. We have provided for pri-
vate right of action so that people can
be represented and use our courts in
order to enforce their rights. To say
that some foreign government could
do a better job with these foreign
workers than can be done with our
own enforcement agencies on behalf
of our citizens really is not believable.

We have a serious problem of rights
that are given U.S. law to these people
who are here for the convenience of
the U.S. economy. For those people to
be denied a realistic way to enforce
their rights, I think, is a great mistake.

And I emphasize that it is not only
the use of Federal funds but private
funds used by legal services programs
that is forbidden under current law. It
would seem to me all ought to want to
make sure that these H-2 rules are
obeyed and not violated, and to have
legal services available is the best way
to do that.

Mr. LUNGREN. I reclaim my time
so that I may ask the gentleman a
question: Do you believe legal services
operations are funded to the extent
necessary to take care of the poor
people in America who are American
citizens?

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut.
The gentleman knows the answer to
that question, and the answer is quite
clear; of course they are not adeguate-
1y funded.

Mr. LUNGREN. I appreciate the
answer of the gentleman.

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. Let
me just continue to answer the ques-
tion of the gentleman.

We have delegated at the Federal
level the priority decisionmaking to
local boards of directors and local bar
associations. What we are doing in this
change in the law, in the bill as we
passed it last night, is to allow those
boards of directors in setting priorities
for their limited resources including
privately raised funds and State funds
as well as Federal funds, to choose, if
they believe it is a priority, to choose
to represent H-2 workers. That local
determination will govern, not a na-
tional determination.

Mr. LUNGREN. OK. I will take back
my time to suggest to my colleagues
that yesterday we had a vote on the
question of subsidized housing, tax-
payer-paid housing. Most people rec-
ognize we do not have enough subsi-
dized housing.

The question was, Should a prefer-
ence be given to American citizens if
you do not have all the housing that is
necessary? This House said loud and
clear, “Yes, you ought to give a prefer-
ence.” What we are saying here is that
on taxpayer supported legal services
we intend that to go to American citi-
zens, not to foreign workers who are
here on a contractual agreement be-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

tween their country and the United
States who have rights and they can
have those rights presented in court
by attorneys paid for by themselves or
by their governments. And it should
not be taxpayer-paid money to sup-
port attorneys to sue Americans by
foreign workers who are here under a
contractual agreement. That is the
question. I think we have the opportu-
nity to present it.

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous gquestion on the motion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). The question is on
the motion to instruct offered by the
gentleman from California [Mr. Lun-
GREN].

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, the Chair appoints the
following conferees:

From the Committee on the Judici-
ary, for consideration of the entire
Senate bill and House amendment:
Messrs. RopiNo, KASTENMEIER, SEIBER-
LING, MAzzoLl, SYNAR, FRANK, SCHU-
MER, SmiTH of Florida, BERMAN, Bou-
CHER, BRYANT, FisH, MOORHEAD, LUN-
GREN, McCoLLuMm, SHAW, and DEWINE.

From the Committee on Agriculture,
solely for consideration of sections
121-125. 202(h), 203, and 304 of the
Senate bill and sections 116, 121, 204,
301-305, and 701 of the House amend-
ment: Messrs. PANETTA, HUCKABY, and
MorrisoN of Washington.

From the Committee on Education
and Labor, solely for consideration of
section 101(d), 121-25, 202¢h), 203, 304,
402, and 604 of the Senate bill and sec-
tions 101, 121, 201ch), 204, 301-305,
316(d), 402, 403, and 701 of the House
amendment: Messrs. HAWKINS, FoORD
of Michigan, and JEFFORDS.

From the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, solely for consideration of
sections 125(b), 202(h), 203, 304 and
404 of the Senate bill and sections 121,
201(d), 201(h), 204, 404, and that por-
tion of section 302(a) inserting subsec-
tion 210(f) in the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act: Messrs. DINGELL,
Waxman, and DANNEMEYER.

From the Committee on Ways and
Means solely for the consideration of
sections 121(a), 121(g), 121(h), 124(c),
125(b), 202(h), 203, 304, 404, and 602 of
the Senate bill and sections 121,
201(h), 204, 302(b), 402, 404, 407, 601,
701, and that portion of 302(a) insert-
ing subsection 210(f) in the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act: Messrs. FOrD
of Tennessee, PEASE, and DAUB.

From the Committee on Rules,
solely for the consideration of section
604(b) of the Senate bill and section
811 of the House amendment, and
modifications committed to confer-
ence: Mr. BEILENsON and Mr. TAYLOR.

As an additional conferee, solely for
consideration of title VIII of the
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House amendment, and modifications
committed to conference: Mr. MoAK-
LEY.

There was no objection.

EXPRESSING CONGRESSIONAL
SUPPORT FOR AWARDING OF
ELLIS ISLAND MEDAL OF
HONOR

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 381) expressing the support of
the Congress for the awarding of the
Ellis Island Medal of Honor as a
symbol of the Statue of Liberty Cen-
tennial Celebration, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object
but simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation I
yield to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Bracerl who is the chief sponsor
of House Concurrent Resolution 381.

Mr. BIAGGI. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
chairman of the committee, the gen-
tleman from New York, Mr. GARcCIA,
and the ranking member, the gentle-
man from New York, Mr. GiLman, for
their expeditious treatment of this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Res-
olution 381 expresses the support of
Congress for the awarding of the Ellis
Island Medal of Honor as a symbol of
the Statue of Liberty Centennial Cele-
bration scheduled for the weekend of
October 27.

The Ellis Island Medal of Honor is
designed to recognize and honor the
contributions made to our Nation by
all of our various heritage groups. Ap-
proximately 80 medals will be awarded
on the night of October 27 in New
York to individuals who have “lived a
life dedicated to the American way
while preserving the values and tenets
of a particular heritage group.”

The Ellis Island Medal of Honor is
to be awarded by the Statue of Liberty
Ellis Island Foundation as well as the
New York Statue of Liberty Centenni-
al Commission in cooperation with the
National Ethnic Coalition of Organiza-
tions. To that end I wish to pay a spe-
cial tribute to Statue of Liberty Ellis
Island Foundation President William
May and William Fugazy, honorary
chairman of NECOQO. These individuals
worked long and hard to develop the
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idea and reality of these medals which
will be of such value to those fortu-
nate enough to receive them.

It should be noted that these medals
were in part necessitated by an unfor-
tunate procedure which took place
during the Fourth of July celebration
at the Statue in New York. During
those festivities, 12 Liberty Medals
were awarded. The individuals select-
ed, while all meritorious, represented
only about 20 percent of our Nation’s
ethnic groups. This despite the intent
of these medals to pay tribute to the
contribution that ethnic Americans
have made to our Nation over the past
100 years.

The Ellis Island Medal of Honor, we
trust, will help serve to correct that
omission and provide an equally ap-
propriate honor to a more representa-
tive group of honorees.

It is critical to remember that we are
a nation whose people have strong ties
to many homelands. It is the contribu-
tions of America’s heritage groups—all
of them collectively, that has made
this Nation strong. That is the intent
behind the Ellis Island Medal of
Honor—to pay tribute to all.

I urge my colleagues to support this
request for passage of House Concur-
rent Resolution 381.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object under my
reservation, I am pleased to rise in
strong support of House Concurrent
Resolution 381, endorsing the award-
ing of the Ellis Island Medals of

Honor. I want to take this opportunity
to thank the gentleman from New

York [Mr. Biaceil, for introducing
this measure, and for his dedication
and leadership in the fight for equal
rights for the minority citizens in
Northern Ireland. Mr. Biacer is re-
nowned for his dedicated work as
chairman of the Congressional Ad Hoc
Committee on Irish Affairs, in focus-
ing the attention of the Congress on
the vital role our Nation can fulfill in
facilitating a just and lasting peace in
Northern Ireland.

On October 28, 1986, in honor of the
100th anniversary of the Statue of
Liberty’'s actual dedication, there will
be an official rededication ceremony in
New York. On that day, the Ellis
Island Medal of Honor will be awarded
to individuals who exemplify the ideal
of living a life dedicated to the Ameri-
can way while preserving the values
and tenets of their own heritage.

The Ellis Island Medal of Honor will
be awarded to those individuals who
have made special contributions to the
reinforcement of the bonds between a
heritage group and the people of its
land of origin. These individuals will
be further distinguished by their serv-
ice to humanity in their chosen field,
profession, or occupation.

As my colleagues may recall, earlier
this summer, when the winners of the
Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Founda-
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tion’s Medals of Liberty were an-
nounced, the group of 12 did not in-
clude members of many of the coun-
try’s largest ethnic groups. At the Oc-
tober 28, ceremony in New York, ap-
proximately 80 medals will be award-
ed, with at least one medal being
awarded to a member of each heritage
grouping that had a population of
200,000 or more in the 1980 census.

I would like to commend the Statue
of Liberty-Ellis Island Foundation, the
New York Statue of Liberty Centenni-
al Commission, and the National
Ethnic Coalition of the Organizations
for their efforts in establishing the
Ellis Island Medal of Honor.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
join me in support of this resolution
which endorses these very special
awards.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection?

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution as follows:

H. Con. REs. 381

Whereas on October 28, 1986, in honor of
the actual dedication of the Statue of Liber-
ty, there will be an official rededication
ceremony in New York;

Whereas on that occasion the Ellis Island
Medal of Honor, to be awarded by the
Statue of Liberty Ellis Island Foundation
and the New York Statue of Liberty Cen-
tennial Commission in cooperation with the
National Ethnic Coalition of Organizations,
will be presented to a group of distinguished
American citizens;

Whereas the Ellis Island Medal of Honor
will be awarded to individuals who exempli-
fy the ideal of living a life dedicated to the
American way while preserving the values
and tenets of a particular heritage group;

Whereas the Medal will be awarded to in-
dividuals who have made special contribu-
tions to the reinforcement of the bonds be-
tween a heritage group and the people of its
land of origin; and

Whereas the Medal will be awarded to in-
dividuals for distinguished service to hu-
manity in any field, profession, or occupa-
tion: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Represenltatives
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress
of the United States endorses and supports
the awarding of the Ellis Island Medal of
Honor, on October 28, 1986, as an appropri-
ate symbol of the Statue of Liberty Centen-
nial Celebration.

The concurrent
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

resolution was

SEASONAL AGRICULTURAL
WORKER PROGRAM

(Mr. WEAVER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, I have
requested this time in order to engage
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in a colloguy with the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. Speaker, I would like to clarify
the purpose of his Seasonal Agricul-
tural Worker Program. As I under-
stand the program, it is intended to
benefit growers of perishable agricul-
tural commodities. Section 302 of this
bill defines ‘‘seasonal agricultural serv-
ices” as ‘“field work related to * * *
fruits and vegetables of every kind and
other perishable commodities.”

As I interpret this definition, it
would not include trees grown for
lumber as a perishable commodity, nor
would it cover forestry services such as
tree planting, tree thinning, and relat-
ed forestry labor. Is that interpreta-
tion correct?

I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. SCHUMER. The gentleman is
correct. Forest practices and forestry
labor are in no way covered by the
Seasonal Agricultural Worker Pro-
gram or the definition of ‘‘seasonal ag-
ricultural services.”

Mr. WEAVER. If the gentleman
would yield further: As the gentleman
knows, trees grown for lumber are not
considered an agricultural commodity
under longstanding interpretations of
the Fair Labor Standards Act. While
forestry labor is sometimes included in
the definition of agriculture, this has
been done only in broad remedial stat-
utes like the Migrant and Seasonal Ag-
riculture Worker Protection Act. The
gentleman’s program, as I understand
it, is not remedial in nature and there-
fore including forestry labor or trees
grown for lumber within its provisions
would be inappropriate. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. SCHUMER. The gentleman is
correct. This program does not cover
trees grown for lumber or forestry
labor, nor is it intended to cover them.

Mr. WEAVER. I thank the gentle-
man for clarifying the scope of his
Seasonal Agricultural Worker Pro-
gram.

0O 1315

NATIONAL WOMEN VETERANS
RECOGNITION WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 311) designating the week begin-
ning November 9, 1986, as “National
Women Veterans Recognition Week,"”
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
New York?
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Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but I would simply like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

8.J. REs, 311

Whereas there are more than one million
one hundred and eighty thousand women
veterans in this country, representing 4.2
per centum of the total veteran population;

Whereas the number and proportion of
women veterans will continue to grow as the
number and proportion of women serving in
the Armed Forces continue to increase;

Whereas women veterans through honor-
able military service often involving hard-
ship and danger have contributed greatly to
our national security;

Whereas the contributions and sacrifices
of women veterans on behalf of this Nation
deserve greater public recognition and ap-
preciation;

Whereas the special needs of women vet-
erans, especially in the area of health care,
have often been overlooked or inadequately
addressed by the Federal Government;

Whereas this lack of attention to the spe-
cial needs of women veterans has discour-
aged or prevented women veterans from
taking full advantage of the benefits and
services to which they are entitled as veter-
ans of the United States Armed Forces; and

Whereas recognition of women veterans
by the Congress and the President through
enactment of legislation declaring the week
beginning on November 9, 1986, as “Nation-
al Women Veterans Recognition Week"
would serve to create greater public aware-
ness and recognition of the contributions of
women veterans, to express the Nation's ap-
preciation for their service, to inspire more
responsive care and services for women vet-
erans and to continue and reinforce impor-
tant gains made in this regard in the last
two years as a result of the designation of
the first and second National Women Veter-
ans Recognition Week in November of 1984
and 1985: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week be-
ginning on November 9, 1986, is designated
‘“National Women Veterans Recognition
Week”. The President is requested to issue a
proclamation calling upon all citizens, com-
munity leaders, interested organizations,
and Government officials to observe that
week with appropriate nrograms, ceremo-
nies, and activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA JUDI-
CIAL EFFICIENCY AND IM-
PROVEMENT ACT OF 1985
Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 3578) to
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provide permanent authority for hear-
ing commissioners in the District of
Columbia courts, to modify certain
procedures of the District of Columbia
Judicial Nomination Commission and
the District of Columbia Commission
on Judicial Disabilities and Tenure,
and for other purposes, with Senate
amendments thereto, and concur in
the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments.

(For text of the Senate amendments,
see page 28588 of the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp of October 3, 1986.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do so just to
ask the gentleman if this piece of leg-
islation has been cleared by the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, it has been
cleared by the gentleman from Virgin-
ia [Mr. BLiLEY] who is in support of it,
and the staff will so indicate.

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, each
piece of legislation coming out here
right now is supposed to have clear-
ance of the minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MicHEL], his
personal clearance. Has this been per-
sonally cleared by Mr. MICHEL?

Mr. DYMALLY. I have been in-
structed that it has been cleared.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, under
my reservation of objection, I yield to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DymaLry] to explain H.R. 3578.

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my distinguished colleague for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this bill, HR. 3578,
passed the House on October 28, 1985.
It is the culmination of a great deal of
scrutiny and give and take by the local
courts, the city council, the bar asso-
ciation and of course, the respective
committees of this Congress, which re-
ported this legislation.

H.R. 3578, the District of Columbia
Judicial Efficiency Act of 1985, im-
proves the administrative operations
of the local courts. It provides perma-
nent authority for hearing commis-
sioners in the Distriet of Columbia Su-
perior Court and establishes proce-
dures for their selection and discipline.
This change would bring the District
law into compliance with the require-
ments of the Child Support Enforce-
ment Amendments of 1984 (Public
Law 98-378).

It also reorganizes the court's audit
responsibilities, authorizes the District
of Columbia appellate court to consid-
er certified questions of law from
State courts of appeal about District
of Columbia law, amends procedures
for judicial nomination and tenure
review and eliminates the chief judge
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of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia as the presiding
officer of the panel which selects the
public defenders service board of trust-
ees. It would make the chief judge of
the District of Columbia Court of Ap-
peals the presiding officer.

The Senate amendments make sev-
eral changes. It deletes section 2 of
H.R. 3578—which would have required
the U.S. attorney for the District of
Columbia to make an annual report
regarding prosecutions in the District.
The Senate found this provision un-
necessary since a statistical report was
already being made on the same sub-
ject by that office.

Second, it requires the chief judge of
the superior court and the board of
judges to monitor the conduct and ex-
ercise discipline of hearing commis-
sioners. It also requires the chief judge
of the superior court to conduct a
study of the revised hearing commis-
sioner system and report its findings
to the appropriate House and Senate
committees within 1 year of this bill's
enactment.

The Senate amendments would also
limit a retired judge to a 1-year period
after retirement in order to request to
be appointed as a senior judge from
the District of Columbia Commission
on Judicial Disabilities and Tenure.

The Senate bill would require re-
tired judges serving as senior judges to
be reviewed every 4 years regarding
his or her suitability to continue in
that capacity. Judges 74 and over
would have to be reviewed every 2
years.

Currently retired judges are grand-
fathered for 180 days from the date of
this enactment.

The Senate amendment guarantees
that senior judges are compensated at
the same daily rate as active judges.
Thus, senior judges will be compensat-
ed at the same rate for the same
amount of work.

I would add, the Senate amended its
reported committee bill to remove the
chief judge of the Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia Circuit
from the panel which selects the
board of trustees of the public defend-
er services, and to designate the chief
judge of the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals as the presiding offi-
cer of that panel.

This is consistent with the House
passed bill. While substantive, this
change in no way diminishes the inde-
pendence of the public defender serv-
ice. This amendment is consistent with
home rule in the District and as the
Senate vote suggests, the chief judge
of the local court of appeals is the
more appropriate presiding judge of
that panel. His or her dependence in
that role is in no way compromised
merely because he is chief judge of the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals
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as opposed to the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals, for the District of Columbia.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is the product
of a great deal of legislative time, re-
sources and scrutiny. Undoubtedly, it
will greatly improve judicial efficiency
in District of Columbia. I also take
this opportunity to commend the gen-
tleman from Virginia, who contributed
a great deal to this legislation. Thus,
the recommendation on this side of
the aisle is that we accept and concur
in the Senate amendments. I urge my
colleagues to join me in supporting
this bill.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, 1 with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill just considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF
HEALTH CENTENNIAL YEAR

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 395) to designate the period Octo-
ber 1, 1986, through September 30,
1987, as “National Institutes of Health
Centennial Year,” and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but I would simply like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. REs. 395

Whereas the National Institutes of Health
over the past 100 years, has grown from a
one-room laboratory of hygiene within the
Stapleton Marine Hospital on Staten Island,
New York, to become one of the largest and
most respected biomedical research centers
in the world;
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Whereas the National Institutes of
Health, as an agency of the Department of
Health and Human Services, is the Nation's
flagship in mankind’s continuing battle to
conquer disease;

Whereas the National Institutes of Health
continuously contributes to the discovery of
new knowledge that leads to longer lives
and better health for all people;

Whereas the National Institutes of Health
provides national leadership in a critical
partnership of the Government, academic,
and private sectors;

Whereas the National Institutes of Health
conducts research in its own laboratories,
supports the research of non-Federal scien-
tists in universities, medical schools, hospi-
tals, and other public, private, and volun-
tary research institutions throughout this
country and abroad;

Whereas the National Institutes of Health
fosters training and career development of
future research scientists, sponsors the en-
hancement of research resources, and pro-
motes improvements in biomedical commu-
nications;

Whereas the National Institutes of Health
facilitates the assembly of United States
and foreign biomedical scientists and pro-
motes the exchange of scientists and scien-
tific information between the United States
and other countries;

Whereas the National Institutes of Health
supported the work of 60 Nobel Prize win-
ners before their selection as laureates;

Whereas the National Institutes of Health
has contributed to the great strides of the
past 100 years in the control and virtual
worldwide elimination of epidemic diseases
such as cholera, smallpox, yellow fever, and
bubonic plague, and the prevention in this
country of childhood diseases such as diph-
theria, polio, tetanus, and pertussis;

Whereas the National Institutes of Health
has stimulated biomedical research that has
played a role in the 70-percent reduction in
the death rate in the United States since
1900;

Whereas the National Institutes of Health
has pioneered new methods for the detec-
tion and treatment of diseases and has pro-
moted their widespread dissemination into
medical practice;

Whereas grantees and scientists of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health work at the fore-
front of biomedical technologies that open
up new opportunities in medical research;

Whereas the next 100 years will undoubt-
edly see the National Institutes of Health
lead the world in ways of promoting health
and preventing disease;

Whereas the Congress of the United
States has consistently supported the Na-
tional Institutes of Health to maintain
America's preeminence in medical research;
and

Whereas the Congress of the United
States looks to the National Institutes of
Health for progress in overcoming the dis-
eases that afflict the people of this country:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the period of
October 1, 1986, through September 30,
1887, is designated as *“National Institutes of
Health Centennial Year"”, and the President
of the United States is authorized and re-
quested to issue a proclamation calling upon
the people of the United States to observe
such year with appropriate ceremonies and
activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
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the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

NATIONAL CORRECTIONAL
OFFICERS WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 594)
to designate the week beginning May
4, 1986, as “National Correctional Offi-
cers Week,"” and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but I would simply like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. Res. 594

Whereas American correctional officers
who work in our jails and prisons are cur-
rently responsible for the containment and
control of over six hundred thousand pris-
oners;

Whereas correctional officers must pro-
tect inmates from violence while encourag-
ing them to develop skills and attitudes that
can help them become productive members
of society following their release;

Whereas the morale of correctional offi-
cers is affected by many factors, and the
public perception of the role of correctional
officers is more often based upon dramatiza-
tion rather than factual review;

Whereas good job performance requires
correctional officers to absorb the adverse
attitudes present in confinement while
maintaining themselves as professionals in
order to have their actions appreciated and
accepted by the public at large;

Whereas correctional officers had been
similarly honored by many States and local-
ities in 1984 and 1985;

Whereas correctional officers had been
similarly honored by a joint resolution of
the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States in Congress assembled in
1984 and 1985; and

Whereas the attitude and morale of cor-
rectional officers is a matter worthy of seri-
ous congressional attention: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the Uniled States in Congress
assembled, That the week beginning May 4,
1986 hereby is designated “National Correc-
tional Officers Week” and the President of
the United States is authorized and request-
ed to issue a proclamation calling upon the
people of the United States to observe such
week with appropriate ceremonies and ac-
tivities.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARCIA

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Garcia: Page
2, line 3, strike “May 4, 1986" and insert
“May 3, 1987".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GaARc1Al.

The amendment was agreed to.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

TITLE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARCIA

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment to the title.

The Clerk read as follows:

Title amendment offered by Mr. GARCIA:
Amend the title to read as follows: “A joint
resolution to designate the week beginning
May 3, 1987 as '‘National Correctional Offi-
cers Week'."

The title amendment was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

NATIONAL PEARL HARBOR
REMEMBRANCE DAY

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 322) to designate December T,
1986, as ‘“National Pearl Harbor Re-
membrance Day” on the occasion of
the anniversary of the attack on Pearl
Harbor, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but I would simply like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation
of objection, I yield to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of House Joint Resolu-
tion 524, designating December T,
1986, as “National Pearl Harbor Re-
membrance Day” and I take this op-
portunity to thank the distinguished
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
StanceLAND] for introducing this reso-
lution which will allow Americans of
all ages to honor and remember those
who lost their lives in the Pearl
Harbor massacre.

Early on the morning of Sunday, De-
cember T, 1941, the Empire of Japan
launched a brutal and unprovoked
attack on the U.S. Navy, Army, Air
Force, and Marine bases at Pearl
Harbor, HI. Over 2,400 Americans
were killed and 1,200 wounded on that
fateful day—the day that President
Roosevelt said “will live in infamy.”
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It was not until after World War II
ended that the American people were
fully apprised of what a severe, crip-
pling blow the attack on Pearl Harbor
inflicted on our defenses. The cream
of our Navy and our Army in the Pa-
cific were virtually wiped out in one
devastating blow.

But what the Japanese Empire did
not count on was the galvanizing
effect that dastardly attack would
have on the American people. Prior to
December 7, the role of the United
States in world affairs was the topic of
intense debate. That debate ended as
the bombs fell. All Americans became
united in the effort for victory with a
vigor and determination unknown in
any American conflict, before or since.

The ultimate tragedy of Pearl
Harbor was the fact that it could have
been foreseen and prevented. Candi-
dates for graduation at the Japanese
military academies had been asked to
plan an attack on Pearl Harbor as part
of their final examinations each year
since 1931. The Japanese secret code
had been broken, and the State De-
partment was aware that an attack
was imminent. However, the location
of the strike was not known, and so
our commanders were not notified in a
timely fashion.

This does not mean, however, that
our 3,600 casualties were Kkilled or
wounded in vain. The heroism demon-
strated that fateful Sunday morning
did much to inspire millions of Ameri-
cans on to greater sacrifice and hero-
ism which was necessary for our ulti-
mate victory.

Every 5 years, on December 7, the
survivors of Pearl Harbor reunite at
Pearl Harbor. This year will mark the
45th anniversary of Pearl Harbor and
our thoughts will be with those survi-
vors and their families, as well as the
families who have lost sons and daugh-
ters in that conflict. Accordingly, I
urge my colleagues to support this res-
olution designating December 7 as
“National Pearl Harbor Remembrance
Day" and to encourage their commu-
nities to conduct appropriate observ-
ances.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I yield to
the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE].

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of this joint resolu-
tion, and thank all of my colleagues
here for presenting it.

National Pearl Harbor Remem-
brance Day, of course, has great mean-
ing for us on the Island of Hawaii. It
has particular meaning for me. Pearl
Harbor is with the district which I rep-
resent.

I want to remind all here that serv-
ice to our country came from Hawaii
in World War II after Pearl Harbor,
the most decorated unit in the entire
U.S. Armed Forces, the 442d Regi-
ment, of which our senior Senator, Mr.
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INoUYE, was a member and our other
Senator, Mr. MATSUNAGA.

I am sure that many in this body
know, and I hope that everyone in the
country recognizes, that many from
Hawaii gave their lives. Not only were
they the most decorated, but in terms
of the wounds that took place it was
one of the most grievous combat regi-
ments in the U.S. Armed Forces.

0O 1325

Hawaii, I think because of the serv-
ice that was rendered to our country
after Pearl Harbor, was in the fore-
front with respect to commanding the
attention of the country once state-
hood was given to Hawaii in 1959. I
think the people of our Nation remem-
bered the service that had been per-
formed by people in the then Terri-
tory of Hawaii as it became a State.

Mr. Speaker, it is a great pleasure
for me today to rise and ask that we
receive unanimous consent for Nation-
al Pearl Harbor Remembrance Day.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
drew my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. REs. 322

Whereas on the morning of December T,
1941, the Imperial Japanese Navy and Air
Force launched an unprovoked surprise
attack upon units of the Armed Forces of
the United States stationed at Pearl Harbor,
HI;

Whereas over two thousand four hundred
citizens of the United States were killed in
action and one thousand one hundred and
seventy-eight were wounded in this attack;

Whereas President Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt referred to the date of the attack as
“a date that will live in infamy"’;

Whereas the attack on Pearl Harbor
marked the entry of this Nation into World
War II;

Whereas the people of the United States
owe a tremendous debt of gratitude to all
members of our Armed Forces who served at
Pearl Harbor, in the Pacific Theater of
World War II, and in all other theaters of
action of that war; and

Whereas the veterans of World War II
and all other people of the United States
will commemorate December T, 1986, in re-
membrance of this tragic attack on Pearl
Harbor: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the Uniled States of America
in Congress assembled, That December 7,
1986, the anniversary of the attack on Pearl
Harbor, is designated as ‘“National Pearl
Harbor Remembrance Day" and the Presi-
dent of the United States is authorized and
requested to issue a proclamation calling
upon the people of the United States—

(1) to observe this solemn occasion with
appropriate ceremonies and activities; and

(2) to pledge eternal vigilance and strong
resolve to defend this Nation and its allies
from all future aggression.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
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the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GAUCHER'S DISEASE
AWARENESS WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 352) to designate the week begin-
ning September 7, 1986, as “Gaucher'’s
Disease Awareness Week,” and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate Joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
I would simply like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, as the
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 615, | am
pleased to support this bill to designate the
week of October 19, 1986, as ‘“National
Gaucher's Disease Awareness Week." A
companion bill, Senate Joint Resolution 352,
passed the Senate on October 3, 1986.

Gaucher's disease is the most prevalent
among seven genetic disorders known to pri-
marily affect Jewish populations. As many as
1 in 12 Jewish persons may be a carrier of
Gaucher's disease which means that an esti-
mated 1 child in every 600 born could have
the disease.

Gaucher's disease is caused by the body's
failure to produce an essential enzyme. The
absence of this enzyme causes the body to
store abnormal quantities of lipids in the liver
and spleen and can have an adverse effect
on tissues in the body, especially bone tissue.
Commonly associated symptoms include an
enlarged spleen, unusual bruising or bleeding,
and bone and joint pain.

There is no known cure for Gaucher's dis-
ease nor any successful treatment. The Na-
tional Gaucher Foundation was established to
promote and support Gaucher's research and
increase public awareness regarding this dis-
ease.

| thank my colleagues for joining me in co-
sponsoring this resolution and focusing much
needed attention on understanding and find-
ing a cure for this disease.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. REs, 352

Whereas Gaucher's disease is caused by
the failure of the body to produce an essen-
tial enzyme;

Whereas the absence of such enzyme
causes the body to store abnormal guanti-
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ties of lipids in the liver and spleen and fre-
quently has an adverse effect on tissues in
the body, particularly bone tissue:

Whereas among Jewish persons,
Gaucher's disease is the most common in-
herited disorder affecting the metabolism of
lipids, which are one of the principle struc-
tural components of living cells;

Whereas there is no known cure for
Gaucher’s disease and no successful treat-
ment of the symptoms of the disease;

Whereas the increased awareness and un-
derstanding of Gaucher's disease by the
people of the United States can aid in the
development of a treatment and cure for
the disease;

Whereas the National Gaucher's Disease
Foundation provides funds for research in
the United States with respect to the dis-
ease; and

Whereas research and clinical programs
with respect to Gaucher’'s disease should be
increased: Now, therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week be-
ginning September 7, 1986, is designated
“Gaucher’s Disease Awareness Week”, and
the President is authorized and requested to
issue a proclamation calling upon the people
of the United States to observe such week
with appropriate ceremonies and activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

SHAYS' REBELLION WEEK AND
SHAYS’' REBELLION DAY

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-

tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 10) to
designate the week beginning January
19, 1987, as “Shays’ Rebellion Week”

and Sunday, January 25, 1987, as
“Shays’ Rebellion Day,” and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation
of objection, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. ConTel, who is the chief
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 10.

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this op-
portunity to thank my good friend,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Garcial, and the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. Hansen] for bringing this
resolution to the floor. I also wish to
thank all of my colleagues here who
signed this resolution.

October 10, 1986

Mr. Speaker, as sponsor of this legis-
lation, it gives me great pleasure to see
House Joint Resolution 10, which will
designate the week of January 19,
1987, as “Shays’ Rebellion Week” and
Sunday, January 25, as “Shays’ Rebel-
lion Day,” brought to the floor of the
House for consideration.

This weekend, in Daniel Shays’
hometown of Pelham, MA, I will be
joining the people in honoring the bi-
centennial of the rebellion, and I
think it is proper for Congress to join
us and the many other people paying
tribute to this important part of our
Nation’s heritage.

Shays’ Rebellion was a farmers
revolt against many of the injustices
which were present in the young
Nation under the Articles of Confeder-
ation. Taxes were high and many
farmers were in debt. Sound money
was scarce, and the courts were deal-
ing out harsh penalties on the indebt-
ed farmers.

Daniel Shays and his men were not
malcontents. Most of them had served
America in the Revolutionary War,
and Shays was even awarded a sword
from Lafayette for his service.

One would have to imagine that
Shays was extremely proud of this
sword, but due to the economic prob-
lems of the time he was forced to sell
it.

While Shays’ Rebellion was put
down by Federal forces, it had a pro-
found effect on our Nation. Shays' Re-
bellion demonstrated both the injus-
tices and weaknesses of the system
under the Articles of Confederation,
and helped pave the way for our be-
loved Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to support
this legislation, and hope for its imme-
diate approval.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. Res. 10

Whereas January 25, 1987, marks the bi-
centennial of the final uprising in western
Massachusetts of Daniel Shays and his men,
during a period of unrest in the years fol-
lowing the Revolutionary War,

Whereas the landowners of western Mas-
sachusetts felt they were unduly burdened
because money was scarce, taxes were high,
punishments for debts were severe, and the
government was unresponsive;

Whereas Shays led the dissatisfied land-
owners in a series of attacks to stop debt
procedures in loeal courts;

Whereas on January 25, 1787, a major
confrontation occurred in Springfield when
the militia wounded, killed, and caught sev-
eral of Shays’ rebels as they stormed the ar-
senal;

Whereas the uprisings of Shays' Rebellion
exposed the problems in the existing form
of government to the people of America and
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prompted a meeting of delegates in Phila-
delphia to correct the weaknesses of the Ar-
ticles of Confederation; and

Whereas Shays’ Rebellion was instrumen-
tal in bringing about the writing of the Con-
stitution of the United States: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week be-
ginning January 19, 1987, is designated as
“Shays’ Rebellion Day". The President is re-
quested to issue a proclamation calling upon
the people of the United States to observe
such week and day with appropriate cere-
monies and activities.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

NATIONAL SOCIAL STUDIES
WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 232) to designate October 6, 1986,
through October 10, 1986, as ‘““Nation-
al Social Studies Week,” and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but would simply like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of House Joint Resolution 410, legis-
lation which | introduced last year that would
designate the week of October 6 through 10,
1986, as “National Social Studies Week."

Two years ago, America suddenly seemed
to discover that there were problems in our
public schools, and that our children were
graduating from high school poorly prepared
for the job market in our changing economy. |
strongly supported this renewed interest in our
education system, and | lauded efforts to pro-
vide greater incentives for schoolteachers, to
toughen up education standards, and to re-
introduce some degree of moral guidance into
the schools. Nothing is more precious to
America than its next generation, and nothing
we in Congress could do would be more im-
portant than to ensure that it receives an ex-
cellent education.

Since that time, we have begun to make
progress toward the kind of education system
that this country must have. The Federal Gov-
ernment, the States, and local school boards
have all willingly entered the battle to improve
our schools. However, our work has just
begun—it's vital now that we not slacken our
pace or reduce our efforts. There's no quick
fix available, and there's no end to our effort,
however. Consequently, we in Congress have
to constantly remind ourselves and our con-
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stituents of the importance of education and
of the need for continued effort. One of the
ways that we can do this is through the use of
such commemorative legislation as House
Joint Resolution 410 to focus the country’s at-
tention on the value of our schools. In today's
fast-moving global economy Americans need
to know not only the three R's—reading, writ-
ing, and arithmetic. They also have to know
about the world they live and work in.

The postwar world is a much smaller, more
interdependent one, in which America has a
central role. It's important for Americans to
know about other countries and their cultures,
important because what goes on in those
other countries affects American jobs, and im-
portant in a broader sense because democra-
cy requires an informed, intelligent electorate.

The other body has already passed identical
legislation introduced by Senator PauL SIMON
of llinois. | urge my colleagues in the House
to act today and pass this very worthwhile leg-
islation.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

8.J. REs. 232

Whereas national attention should be fo-
cused on the exemplary efforts of social
studies teachers in the United States: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the Uniled States of America
in Congress assembled, That October 6,
1986, through October 10, 1986, is designat-
ed as “National Social Studies Week”, and
that the President is authorized and re-
quested to issue a proclamation calling upon
the people of the United States to observe
the week with appropriate ceremonies, pro-
grams, and activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

NATIONAL ADULT IMMUNIZA-
TION AWARENESS WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 396) to designate the week of Oc-
tober 26, 1986, through November 1,
1986, as “National Adult Immuniza-
tion Awareness Week,” and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but would simply like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.
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Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of House Joint Resolution 700 which
designates the week of October 26, 1986,
through November 1, 1986, as “National Adult
Immunization Awareness Week."

Once again we are threatened with a seri-
ous flu and pneumonia epidemic. It strikes
hardest among the elderly and chronically ill
and may claim up to 40,000 American lives
this year alone. Many of these elderly Ameri-
cans will fall prey to these preventable dis-
eases simply because they were unaware that
an inoculation—a simple shot—could save
their lives.

Pneumococcal pneumonia is the sixth lead-
ing cause of death in the United States. This
microorganism attacks more than a half mil-
lion Americans each year and is responsible
for 25,000 to 30,000 deaths. And it is the Na-
tion's elderly and chronically il who are most
at risk. For those over 60, the incidence of
pneumonia increases significantly. For the
fragile old—those over 75—the death rate is
10 times greater.

Influenza is another great threat to our Na-
tion's elderly. Since the mid-1950's we have
seen 16 influenza epidemics that have taken
10,000 or more American lives in each epi-
demic. Again this year, elderly Americans will
be challenged by this bug. But they can be
protected with a safe and effective vaccina-
tion.

House Joint Resolution 700 will officially
recognize the ongoing national campaign de-
signed to educate and motivate all Ameri-
cans—aespecially the elderly—to protect them-
selves through immunization. This resolution
designates the week of October 26, 1986, as
“National Adult Immunization Awareness
Week." A companion bill, sponsored by Sena-
tor ORRIN G. HATCH, has passed the Senate.
The bipartisan support for this resolution is
evidence of the recognition that it is time for
national leadership to help eradicate these
deadly and crippling infectious diseases by
supporting the National Adult Immunization
Awareness Week.

House Joint Resolution 700 will put Con-
gress on record behind this campaign. It calls
on the President to proclaim the week of Oc-
tober 26 for observance by all Americans of
the need to inoculate against flu, pneumonia,
and other diseases for which adults are at
risk. Our goal is to motivate the elderly to take
their shots before the start of the flu season.
This awareness week can help prevent the
loss of many precious American lives.

| am pleased to have been the original
author of House Joint Resolution 700 on
August 11, 1986, and to be able to report that
we now have over 150 cosponsors of the res-
olution in the House of Representatives.

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, | would like to
take this opportunity to voice my support for
House Joint Resolution 700. This resolution
would designate the week of October 26,
1986 as “National Adult Immunization Aware-
ness Week."”

It is important that we publicize the need for
Americans to be immunized against infectious
diseases so as to aid in the control and eradi-
cation of such illnesses. Passage of this reso-
lutin would set the stage for a public cam-
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paign to raise awareness of the necessity of
immunizations.

| encourage my colleagues to vote in favor
of the passage of House Joint Resolution 700
and give a boost to efforts to improve the
health standards of this country.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my
reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. REs. 396

Whereas influenza and pneumonia are
among the top killers of American adults,
especially elderly Americans;

Whereas fewer than 12 percent of the
adult population is adequately protected
against these diseases or against other
highly infectious diseases including measles,
rubella, diphtheria, and hepatitis B,

Whereas less than half of Americans over
60 are inoculated against the deadly tetanus
toxoid;

Whereas the lives of tens of thousands of
American adults could be spared this year
simply by taking vaccines that are approved
as safe and effective by the United States
Food and Drug Administration and are
readily available to the public; and

Whereas the Surgeon General of the
Public Health Service has repeatedly called
on this Nation to prevent the massive costs
of health care through a program of preven-
tive health care, of which a major role is
played by inoculation against infectious dis-
eases: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week of
October 26, 1986, through November 1,
1986, is designated as “National Adult Im-
munization Awareness Week"”. The Presi-
dent of the United States is authorized and
reguested to issue a proclamation calling
upon the people of the United States to ob-
serve such week with appropriate ceremo-
nies and activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

R —

NATIONAL KIDNEY PROGRAM
DAY

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 367) to designate September 24,
1986, as ‘““‘National Kidney Program
Day,” and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object;
I would simply like to inform the
House the minority has no objection
to the legislation now being consid-
ered.
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Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. REs. 367

Whereas, the tens of thousands of Ameri-
cans suffering from irreversible kidney dis-
ease are treated by Medicare's End Stage
Renal Disease (ESRD) Program;

Whereas, this program has assured that
every American suffering from otherwise
fatal kidney failure has access to lifesaving
dialysis or transplantation therapy;

Whereas, ESRD beneficiaries may remain
economically productive and are able to con-
tinue to make irreplaceable contributions to
family, community and country;

Whereas, this extraordinarily successful
program has a special significance as an ex-
ample of the power of partnership between
Government and the healthcare industry in
dealing with catastrophic illness; and

Whereas, this partnership has achieved
economy in health services without compro-
mising quality of care or social responsibil-
ity: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President
is authorized and requested to designate the
day of September 24, 1986, as National
Kidney Program Day and call upon the Fed-
eral, State, and local government agencies
and the people of the United States to ob-
serve such day with the appropriate pro-
grams, ceremonies, and activities.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARCIA

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, 1 offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Garcia: Page
2, line 4, strike “September 24, 1986,” and
insert “October 23, 19886,”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GaRrcial.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed.

Amend the title so as to read: “Joint
resolution to designate October 23,
1986, as ‘National Kidney Program
Day’.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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NATIONAL BOWLING WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 620)
designating the week beginning Janu-
ary 4, 1987, as “National Bowling
Week,” and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I will not
object, but would simply like to inform
the House that the minority has no
objection to the legislation now being
considered.

Mr Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. REs. 620

Whereas bowling is one of the oldest and
most popular indoor family sports in the
world and is played in more than 79 nations;

Whereas people have computed in some
form of bowling for thousands of years,

Whereas many immigrants brought a
form of bowling from their homeland
during the birth of America;

Whereas bowling has contributed to the
social fabric of the United States with
8,000,000 people participating as members
of local bowling organizations in more than
2,800 cities and towns across our land;

Whereas bowling is played in 8,300 bowl-
ing centers, virtually in every community in
the Nation; and has emerged as the longest
running, most highly rated individual sport
television series on Saturday;

Whereas bowling is the largest indoor par-
ticipation sport in the United States with
over 69,000,000 Americans bowling each
year; and

Whereas bowling is an excellent form of
exercise and recreation for all people re-
gardless of age: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week be-
ginning January 4, 1987, is designated “Na-
tional Bowling Week”. The President is re-
quested to issue a proclamation calling upon
the people of the United States to observe
that week with appropriate ceremonies and
activities.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION
316, DESIGNATING THE
SQUARE DANCE AS THE NA-
TIONAL FOLK DANCE

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 316)
designating the square dance as the
national folk dance of the United
States for 1985 and 1986, and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?
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Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I understand there
has been testimony against this bill,
and I object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

NATIONAL ALOPECIA AREATA
AWARENESS WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 299) to designate the week of De-
cember T, 1986, through December 13,
1986, as ‘‘National Alopecia Areata
Awareness Week,” and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I will not
object, but would simply like to inform
the House that the minority has no
objection to the legislation now being
considered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

5. J. Res. 299

Whereas alopecia areata is a serious dis-
ease affecting approximately two million
people;

Whereas alopecia areata, which usually
afflicts children and young adults, causes
severe and often permanent hair loss;

Whereas the coordinated efforts of sup-
port groups in forty-two States have helped
thousands of people cope with the physical
and emotional problems caused by alopecia
areata,

Whereas much of the trauma associated
with alopecia areata could be reduced
through greater public awarness, under-
standing, and education; and

Whereas the cause of alopecia areata is
unknown, and promising research efforts to
find a cure for the disease should be pro-
moted: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week of
December 7, 1986, through December 13,
1986, is designated as ""National Alopecia
Areata Awareness Week” and the President
is authorized and requested to issue a proc-
lamation calling upon the people of the
United States to observe such week with ap-
proriate ceremonies and activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
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NATIONAL BURN AWARENESS
WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 410) to designate the period com-
mencing February 9, 1987, and ending
February 15, 1987, as ‘“National Burn
Awareness Week,” and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York.?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to objeet, I will not
object, but would simply like to inform
the House that the minority has no
objection to the legislation now being
considered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. REs. 410

Whereas the burn problem in the United
States is the worst of any industrialized
nation in the world;

Whereas burn injuries are one of the lead-
ing causes of accidental death in the United
States;

Whereas every year approximately two
million people are victims of burn injury in
the United States;

Whereas of these injuries, seventy thou-
sand are hospitalized and account for nine
million disability days annually;

Whereas approximately twelve thousand
people die from burn injuries;

Whereas deaths resulting from burn inju-
ries increased in 1985;

Whereas the rehabilitative and physcholo-
gical impact of burns are devastating;

Whereas children, the elderly, and the dis-
abled are most likely to suffer serious burns;

Whereas it is estimated that approximate-
ly 75 percent of all burns could be prevented
by proper education of children and adults;
and

Whereas there is a need for an effective
national program that deals with all aspects
of burn prevention: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the period
commencing February 9, 1987, and ending
February 15, 1987, is designated as "“Nation-
al Burn Awareness Week" and the President
is authorized and requested to issue a proc-
lamation calling upon the people of the
United States and all Federal, State, and
local government officials to observe such
week with appropriate programs and activi-
ties.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read

the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.
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PERMISSION TO HAVE UNTIL
MIDNIGHT SUNDAY, OCTOBER
12, 1986, TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 6, WATER RE-
SOURCES, CONSERVATION, DE-
VELOPMENT, AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT
AND REHABILITATION ACT OF
1985

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the man-
agers may have until midnight
Sunday, October 12, 1986, to file the
conference report on the bill (H.R. 6)
“to provide for the conservation and
development of water and related re-
sources and the improvement and re-
habilitation of the Nation's water re-
sources infrastructure.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO HAVE UNTIL
MIDNIGHT, MONDAY, OCTO-
BER 13, 1986, TO FILE CONFER-
ENCE REPORT ON S. 1128,
CLEAN WATER ACT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1985

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the man-
agers may have until midnight,
Monday, October 13, 1986, to file the
conference report on the Senate bill
(S. 1128) “an act to amend the Clean
Water Act, and for other purposes.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL ADOPTION WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 306) to designate the week begin-
ning November 23, 1986, as ‘National
Adoption Week,” and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I will not
object, but would simply like to inform
the House that the minority has no
objection to the legislation now being
considered.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation, I
yield to the distinguished gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SmITH], who is
the chief sponsor of House Joint Reso-
lution 651.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, House Joint Resolution 651
designates Thanksgiving week—No-
vember 23 to 29, 1986, as “National




30194

Adoption Week” and is intended to
focus attention on the benefits of
adoption to children, parents, and soci-
ety in general. Similiar legislation was
approved by the Senate in April of
this year.

Mr. Speaker, each year more than
100,000 children are adopted in the
United States. For these children,
adoption represents a chance to grow
up ir a home, with a family, among
parents who love them. In my view,
Mr. Speaker, nothing is more impor-
tant, no one more precious, or vulnera-
ble than children. For millions, adop-
tion is their last best hope for a happy
childhood.

National Adoption Week will, I be-
lieve, be very useful in highlighting
the adoptable status of approximately
50,000 children with special needs—
children who are older, handicapped,
in sibling groups, or members of mi-
norities—who are legally free for adop-
tion. Passage of this resolution will
send a message fo the American
people—these children with special
needs are our children, too. They
belong in families and we have a re-
sponsibility for them.

Mr. Speaker, as members know, most
aspects of adoption are governed by
State law. Landmark legislation, how-
ever, was adopted in 1980 in the form
of the Adoption Assistance and Child
Welfare Act—Public Law 96-272. This
law made numerous changes in the
child welfare services and foster care
programs. It also established the
Adoption Assistance Program, a feder-
ally matched adoption subsidy for spe-
cial needs children.

Today there are more than 2 million
couples ready, willing, and eligible to
adopt a child. The average wait for a
newborn or very young child, however,
is painfully long—5 to 7 years.

In light of this, many prospective,
adoptive parents now look overseas to
adopt and the number of foreign-born
children eligible is rising. The Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, as amend-
ed, governs the admission of foreign-
born children into the United States.
Foreign adoptions generally take place
in one of two ways. The first method
is for the parents to work through a
U.S.-based international, child-placing
agency, which usually completes the
adoption in the child’s home country
and brings the child to the United
States. The second approach is for the
adoptive parents to work directly with
a foreign, child-placing entity, and
either have the child brought to the
United States for adoption, after all
foreign and domestic requirements are
fulfilled, or to journey to the child’s
country of origin and carry out the
adoption there.

Just let me note here, Mr. Speaker,
that every child desperately needs a
home.

Every child needs the stability and
guidance of loving parents.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Every child needs the sense of genu-
inely belonging, of being cared for, of
being wanted.

National Adoption Week enables us
all to applaud the generosity of adop-
tive parents, to commend assisting or-
ganizations such as the Adoptive Par-
ents Committee, and to continue fo-
cusing on reforming the law to ensure
that our adoption policies are the best
we can craft.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. REs. 306

Whereas the week of November 23 has
been commemorated as “National Adoption
Week" for the past ten years;

Whereas we in Congress recognize the es-
sential value of belonging to a secure, loving
permanent family as every child's basic
right;

Whereas approximately fifty thousand
children who have special needs—school
age, in sibling groups, members of minori-
ties, or children with physical, mental, and
emotional handicaps—are now in foster care
or institutions financed at public expense
and are legally free for adoption;

Whereas the adoption by capable parents
of these institutionalized or foster care chil-
dren into permanent, adoptive homes would
insure the opportunity for their continued
happiness and long-range well-being;

Whereas public and private barriers inhib-
iting the placement of these special needs
children must be reviewed and removed
where possible to assure these children’s
adoption;

Whereas the public and prospective par-
ents must be informed of the availability of
adoptive children;

Whereas a variety of media, agencies,
adoptive parent and advocacy groups, civic
and church groups, businesses, and indus-
tries will feature publicity and information
to heigthen community awareness of the
crucial needs of waiting children; and

Whereas the recognition of Thanksgiving
week “National Adoption Week” is in the
best interest of adoptable children and the
public in general: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week of
November 23 through November 29, 1986,
hereby is designated *“National Adoption
Week”, and the President of the United
States is authorized and requested to issue a
proclamation calling upon the people of the
United States to observe such week with ap-
propriate ceremonies and activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

NATIONAL HOME CARE WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be

discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
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Res. 339) to designate the week of No-
vember 30, 1986, through December 6,
1986, as “National Home Care Week,"”
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I will not
object, but would simply like to inform
the House that the minority has no
objection to the legislation now being
considered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

8.J. REs. 339

Whereas organized home health care serv-
ices to the elderly and disabled have existed
in this country since the last quarter of the
eighteenth century;

Whereas home health care, (including
skilled nursing services, physical therapy,
speech therapy, social services, occupational
therapy, health counseling and education,
and homemaker-home health aide services),
is recognized as an effective and economical
alternative to unnecessary institutionaliza-
tion;

Whereas caring for the ill and disabled at
home emphasizes the dignity and independ-
ence of the individual;

Whereas the Federal Government has
supported home health services since the
enactment of the medicare program, with
the number of home health agencies provid-
ing services increasing from less than five
hundred to more than five thousand; and

Whereas many private, public, and chari-
table organizations provide these and simi-
lar services to millions of patients each year
preventing, postponing, and limiting the
need for institutionalization and enabling
such patients to remain independent: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week of
November 30, 1986, through December 6,
1986, is designated as “National Home Care
Week"”, and the President is authorized and
requested to issue a proclamation calling
upon the people of the United States to ob-
serve the week with appropriate programs,
ceremonies, and activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

MADE IN AMERICA MONTH

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 392) to designate the month of
December 1986 as “Made in America
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Month,” and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr, Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I will not
object, but would simply like to inform
the House that the minority has no
objection to the legislation now being
considered.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, as a sponsor of
House Joint Resolution 688, along with my
good friend from North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER],
| rise in strong support of its passage.

This resolution would heighten public
awareness on the importance of buying Amer-
ican by designating December as “Made in
America™ month.

Over the years, “Made in America" has
been synonomous with quality because of the
pride, skill, and craftsmanship of the American
worker.

The American consumer, aware of that
proud tradition, has consistently indicated that
he or she would prefer to “buy American” if
given a choice.

This resolution, by paying tribute to that his-
tory of dedication and commitment that makes
American products unigue, carries an impor-
tant message.

And with record trade deficits each of the
last 3 years, it is particularly timely.

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to join with the
gentieman from North Carolina, and with the
American manufacturer and worker, in mark-
ing December as “Made in America” month,

As we turn into 1987, let this resolution
send forth the message that “Made in Amer-
ica" still stands for pride and quality, and that
it remains the smart buy to “buy American.”

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, 1 with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution.

S.J. REs. 392

Whereas the trade deficit in our country
in 1985 reached a record level of
$418,500,000,000;

Whereas the 1986 trade deficit is predict-
ed to increase still further;

Whereas over 1,661,000 jobs have been
lost in the manufacturing sector since 1972
as a direct result of imports;

Whereas imports now account for more
than 20 per centum of all manufactured
products sold in the United States;

Whereas imports continue to grow at an
increasing rate and constitute a larger and
larger percentage of all manufactured goods
sold in this Nation;

Whereas the manufacturing sector of the
United States economy is shrinking dra-
matically as a result of imports;

Whereas a continuing flood of imports of
manufactured goods could permanently
reduce the manufacturing capacity of our
Nation and, as a direct result, threaten our
ability to respond to a national emergency

and make the United States highly vulnera-
ble to embargoes of a wide range of prod-

ucts necessary for the national defense and
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the smooth functioning of the national
economy;

Whereas there is little awareness of the
country of origin of most products sold in
the United States; and

Whereas United States consumers should
be aware of the impact that their purchase
decisions could have on their own jobs and
the economy as a whole: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President
is authorized and requested to issue a proc-
lamation designating the month of Decem-
ber 1968, “Made in America Month” and to
call upon Federal, State, and local govern-
ment agencies, and the people of the United
States to observe the month with appropri-
ate programs, ceremonies, and activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION
DAY

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 414) to designate March 16, 1987,
as “Freedom of Information Day,” and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I will not
object, but would simply like to inform
the House that the minority has no
objection to the legislation now being
considered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. REs. 414

Whereas a fundamental principle of our
Government is that a well-informed citizen-
ry can reach the important decisions that
determine the present and future of the
Nation;

Whereas the freedoms we cherish as
Americans are fostered by free access to in-
formation;

Whereas many Americans, because they
have never known any other way of life,
take for granted the guarantee of free
access to information that derives from the
First Amendment to the Constitution of the
United States;

Whereas the guarantee of free access to
information should be emphasized and cele-
brated annually; and

Whereas March 16 is the anniversary of
the birth of James Madison, one of the
Founding Fathers, who recognized and sup-
ported the need to guarantee individual
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rights through the Bill of Rights: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the Unitled Stales of America
in Congress assembled, That March 186,
19817, is designated as “Freedom of Informa-
tion Day"”, and the President is authorized
and requested to issue a proclamation call-
ing upon Federal, State, and local govern-
ment agencies and the people of the United
States to observe such day with appropriate
programs, ceremonies, and activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

COMMEMORATING 100TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF BIRTH OF FIRST
PRIME MINISTER OF STATE OF
ISRAEL, DAVID BEN-GURION

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 422) commemorating the 100th
anniversary of the birth of the first
Prime Minister of the State of Israel,
David Ben-Gurion, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I will not
object, but would simply like to inform
the House that the minority has no
objection to the legislation now being
considered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. REs. 422

Whereas David Ben-Gurion is a man of
great historical importance, not only to the
Jewish people but also to all people striving
for freedom;

Whereas his leadership made realizable
in-gathering of the exiles that brought mil-
lions of homeless Jews scattered throughout
the world to Israel where they were united
both with each other and with their ancient
homeland;

Whereas the Declaration of Independence
of the State of Israel, a milestone in the life
of David Ben-Gurion, echoes the American
Declaration of Independence in its recogni-
tion of the universal equality of man;

Whereas as Israel’s first Prime Minister
and Minister of Defense, Ben-Gurion led
the newly formed state through its most dif-
ficult period, directing the desperate efforts
to secure Israel's survival and independence;

Whereas his pragmatic solutions to Isra-
el’s overwhelming problems, paralleled with
his desire to create a society based on jus-
tice and peace, guided the fledging state and
formed the values on which Israel rests
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today and the basis for what Israel strives
for in the future;

Whereas Ben-Gurion's vision of the
Greening of the Desert through the applica-
tion of science and technology continues to
be an important aspect of Israel, as well as a
factor that can help solve food production
problems in arid regions all over the world;

Whereas 1986 marks the hundredth anni-
versary of the birth of David Ben-Gurion,
leader of his people for two generations; and

Whereas the United States and Israel
share many of the same fundamental values
of democracy and freedom, and a common
history of accepting immigrants from all
over the globe: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That (a) the Con-
gress, in this the centennial of David Ben-
Gurion’s birth joins in the celebration of
this great statesman, urges all Americans to
take note of this commemoration, and ap-
plauds the David Ben-Gurion Centennial
Committee of the United States of America
in its work promoting the yearlong national
celebration of David Ben-Gurion and his
achievements.

(b) The President is authorized and re-
quested to issue a proclamation in honor of
this celebration.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
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NATIONAL ARTS WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 304) to designate the week of No-
vember 16, 1986, through November
22, 1986, as “National Arts Week,” and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, I do not object,
but simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, | would like to
invite my colleagues to join with me in com-
memorating National Arts Week from Novem-
ber 16 through November 23, 1986. During
this week, many special events and perform-
ances will be held to celebrate America's rich
and diverse artistic heritage, to focus attention
on the importance of the arts to our way of
life, and to encourage corporate and individual
investment in artistic activities.

The arts in America give expression to our
national identity and contribute to our national
mental health. They let us stand apart from
the sometimes grim realities of life, to escape
and to refresh our spirit. Paradoxically, the
arts also allow us an increased understanding
of the human condition.
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In its first year, National Arts Week 1985
was very successful; more than 800 public
arts events took place in each of the 50
States, with 100 proclamations from Gover-
nors and mayors across the country. This
year, we hope for even greater support, and
plan to focus particular attention on arts at the
local level. By doing so, we can help create a
permanent base of community support for the
arts which can sustain them in this era of con-
straints on Federal funding.

The entire U.S. arts community has joined
to support National Arts Week in a public/pri-
vate partnership that encompasses Federal
and State arts agencies, a special corporate
committee, national arts groups, arts services
organizations, and, particularly, local arts
groups.

| should like to thank my colleagues who
have cosponsored this important legislation
and to express my special thanks to my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, Mr. COELHO, who has been of so much
assistance in bringing the bill to fruition. | am
also very grateful to my colleague from New
York, Mr. GARcla, for bringing House Joint
Resolution 693 to the floor with such dispatch.
It is my pleasure to sponsor this legislation
and to commemorate the role of the arts in
America.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my
reservation of objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint resolution,
as follows:

S.J. REs. 304

Whereas the performing arts, the visual
arts, and literature are central to human ex-
pression;

Whereas our identity as a people and as a
Nation is expressed through the arts;

Whereas support of the arts has been a
partnership of Federal, State, and local gov-
ernment entities, business, and individuals;

Whereas a congressionally declared Na-
tional Arts Week provides a focal point to
celebrate the diverse cultural heritage of
the United States and the vitality of con-
temporary writers, artists, and performers;
and

Whereas a congressionally proclaimed Na-
tional Arts Week brings together the public
and private sectors to restate support of the
arts: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week of
November 16, 1986, through November 22,
1986, is designated as “National Arts Week"
and the President is authorized and request-
ed to issue a proclamation calling upon the
citizens of the United States to observe such
week with appropriate programs and activi-
ties.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

NATIONAL WOMEN IN SPORTS
DAY

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 418) to designate February 4,
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1987, as ‘‘National Women in Sports
Day,” and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, 1 do not object,
but simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. REs. 418

Whereas women's athletics is one of the
most effective avenues available through
which women of America may develop self-
discipline, initiative, confidence, and leader-
ship skills;

Whereas support and fitness activity con-
tributes to emotional and physical well-
being and women need strong bodies as well
as strong minds;

Whereas the history of women in sports is
rich and long, but there has been little na-
tional recognition of the significance of
women's athletic achievements;

Whereas the number of women in leader-
ship positions of coaches, officials, and ad-
ministrators has declined drastically over
the last decade and there is a need to re-
store women to these positions to ensure a
fair representation of women’s abilities and
to provide role models for young female ath-
letes;

Whereas the bonds built between women
through athletics help to break down the
social barriers of racism and prejudice;

Whereas the communication and coopera-
tion skills learned through athletic experi-
ence play a key role in the athlete's contri-
butions at home, at work, and to society;

Whereas women'’s athletics has produced
such winners as Flo Hyman, whose spirit,
talent, and accomplishments distinguished
her above others and exhibited for all of us
the true meaning of fairness, determination,
and team play;

Whereas early motor-skill training and en-
joyable experiences of physical activity
strongly influence life-long habits of physi-
cal fitness;

Whereas the athletic opportunities for
male students at the collegiate and high
school level remain significantly greater
than those for female students, and

Whereas the number of funded research
projects focusing on the specific needs of
women athletes is limited and the informa-
tion provided by these projects is imperative
to the health and performance of future
women athletes: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That February 4,
1987, is hereby designated as ‘‘National
Women in Sports Day"”, and the President is
authorized and requested to issue a procla-
mation calling upon local and State jurisdic-
tions, appropriate Federal agencies, and the
people of the United States to observe the
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cliay with appropriate ceremonies and activi-
ties.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, as the sponsor
of House Resoluton 740, | rise in support of
Senate Joint Resolution 418, which would
designate February 4, 1987 as “'National
Women in Sports Day."”

It is time to nationally recognize the signifi-
cance of women's athletic achievements. By
drawing attention to women in sports, we rec-
ognize the importance not only of our nation-
ally known women athletes, but all women
who participate in sports and physical condi-
tioning programs. These athletic activities pro-
mote women’'s emotional and physical well-
being, and build bonds between women that
help to break down the social barriers of
racism and prejudice.

National Women In Sports Day, while recog-
nizing the outstanding accomplishments of
women in sports, will also point to the fact
that women students still have far fewer op-
portunities for atheletic achievements than
men at the same institutions. Colleges now
spend more than 16 percent of their athletic
budgets on women—up from 2 percent in
1972; the number of women in intercollegiate
sports has grown from 16,000 in 1972 to more
than 150,000 today. While | applaud the
progress that has been made over the last 15
years, | believe we must also acknowledge
the large inequities that still exist for women in
the area of sports.

National Women in Sports Day will be a
step toward giving women in sports the recog-
nition and attention they deserve. Hopefully,
this day will encourage more women to expe-
rience the pleasure of sports activity that de-
velops life-long habits of physical fitness.

The Senate joint resolution was or-

dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

COMMEMORATING THE BICEN-
TENNIAL ANNIVERSARY OF
THE FIRST PATENT AND FIRST
COPYRIGHT LAWS

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 169) to commemorate the bicen-
tennial anniversary of the first patent
and the first copyright laws, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, I do not object,
but simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?
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There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. Res. 169

Whereas the Constitution empowers Con-
gress “To promote the Progress of Science
and useful Arts, by securing for limited
Times to Authors and Inventors the exclu-
sive Right to their respective Writings and
Discoveries”;

Whereas the enforcement of this constitu-
tional principle through specific patent and
copyright laws merits special recognition;

Whereas the first patent bill signed into
law on April 10, 1790, and the first copy-
right bill was signed into law on May 31,
1790, and we will recognize the bicentennial
anniversary of these laws in 1990: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That special recogni-
tion be given during 1990, the bicentennial
year of the first patent and the first copy-
right laws, and the President is authorized
and requested to issue a proclamation upon
the enactment of this joint resolution call-
ing upon the people of the United States to
foster such recognition through appropriate
educational and cultural programs and ac-
tivities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

SALUTE TO SCHOOL
VOLUNTEERS DAY

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’'s table the Senate joint reso-
lution (S.J. Res. 407) designating No-
vember 12, 1986, as “Salute to School
Volunteers Day,” and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, I do not object,
but simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, further reserving the
right to object, I rise in support of
Senate Joint Resolution 407 which
designates November 12, 1986, as
“Salute to School Volunteers Day."”

Mr. Speaker, over 4 million unpaid
citizen volunteers in thousands of our
classrooms coast to coast enhance the
quality of education of our instruc-
tional staff. This resolution recognizes
and honors “the magnitude of quality
and selflessness” of those who, in a
long and honorable American tradi-
tion volunteer to help others.

These volunteers are a vital compo-
nent in our education system today.
They assist the professional educators
in providing an effective educational
experience as well as quality instruc-
tion.
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Communities all across this country
encourage business, civic groups, and
local organizations to create a partner-
ship with their schools.

Thousands of State and community
volunteers have enriched student
learning through their hard work and
dedication while assisting our profes-
sional educators.

Senate Joint Resolution 407 provides
national recognition of and support
for this school volunteers movement
which is now sweeping our country.
They are helping our dedicated profes-
sional educators to reach and teach
our children and young people who
will determine the quality of Ameri-
ca’s future.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
join me in supporting this resolution
which salutes our school volunteers.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to rise in support of the joint resolu-
tion designating November 12, 1986 as
“Salute to School Volunteers Day."

The resolution provides national recognition
of and support for one of the truly remarkable
features of the school reform movement
which is now sweeping the country, namely,
an explosion of citizen volunteerism on behalf
of better schools for our children.

Sparked by the National School Volunteer
Program, spontaneous local school-sponsored
efforts, and a host of school-business partner-
ships and adopt-a-school programs in hun-
dreds of communities, volunteers—over 4 mil-
lion of them—are helping our dedicated pro-
fessional staffs to reach and teach the chil-
dren and youth who will determine the quality
of America’s future.

The resolution recognizes and honors “the
magnitude, quality and selflessness” of those
who, in a long and honorable American tradi-
tion, volunteer to help others. | believe that it
will encourage more school districts and
States to setup volunteer efforts and, in that
way, tap the wisdom and skills of millions of
Americans who care about our schools.

| urge my colleagues to adopt this joint res-
olution providing that November 12, 1986 be
observed throughout the Nation as “Salute to
School Volunteers Day.”

| am particularly pleased that the resolution
under consideration is identical to House Joint
Resolution 706 which | introduced on August
12, 1986.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution as follows:

S.J. REs. 407

Whereas the success of America’s schools
stems from the competence and dedication
of their instructional staffs, combined with
the commitment of students, parents, and
other community members;

Whereas citizen volunteers are a vital
component of an effective educational expe-

rience, assisting professional educators to
deliver quality instructional services;
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Whereas many States and communities
have demonstrated that citizen volunteers
in the classroom enhance, extend, and
enrich student learning as they contribute
to the work of dedicated professional educa-
tors;

Whereas numerous communities encour-
age groups, such as business and civic
groups, to create mutually beneficial work-
ing partnerships with their schools, thus of-
fering positive support from the community
which, in turn, both encourages staff and
benefits the students;

Whereas the Congress recognizes that
four million unpaid citizen volunteers in
thousands of classrooms coast to coast con-
tribute daily to the enhancement of the
quality of instruction in our schools and
thus, to the development of an educated
citizenry; and

Whereas the magnitude, quality, and self-
lessness of these contributions of America’s
citizen school volunteers merit the highest
appreciation and gratitude: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That November 12,
1986, is designated as Salute to School Vol-
unteers Day"”, and the President is author-
ized and requested to issue a proclamation-
calling on the people of the United States to
observe such day with appropriate ceremo-
nies and activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read the third time, was
read the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

ELIMINATING REQUIREMENT
RELATING TO DECENNIAL CEN-
SUSES OF DRAINAGE

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 2722) to
amend title 13, United States Code, to
eliminate the requirement relating to
decennial censuses of drainage, with
Senate amendments thereto, and
concur in the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 1, lines 5 and 6, strike out “drain-
age.” and inserting in lieu thereof a period”
and insert “drainage’ ".

Page 1, after line 9, insert: (b) The head-
ing of subchapter II of chapter 5 of title 13,
United States Code, is amended by striking
out “DRAINAGE".

Page 1, line 10, strike out “(b)" and insert
ey

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, I shall not object,
but rise in support of H.R. 2722, to
amend title 13, United States Code, to
eliminate the requirement relating to
decennial censuses of drainage.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ESTABLISHING COMMISSION ON
THE BICENTENNIAL OF THE
CONSTITUTION OF THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 3559) to
amend the Act establishing a Commis-
sion on the Bicentennial of the Consti-
tution of the United States to clarify
the status of employees of the Com-
mission, to raise the limits on private
contributions, and for other purposes,
with a Senate amendment thereto,
and concur in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Page 3, line 15, after “logo”, insert:

Such rules and regulations shall provide,
among other things, that all projects, goods,
and services as to which use of the logo is
authorized shall be educational or com-
memorative, and shall relate to the bicen-
tennial of the United States Constitution,
the establishment of the Federal Govern-
ment, or the Bill of Rights, and none of
such projects, goods or services shall exploit
the United States Constitution or the Bill of
Rights. The purpose of the Commission in
authorizing use of the logo shall not be pri-
marily or exclusively to raise funds.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker; however I shall
not object, but rise in support of H.R.
3559, to amend the act establishing a
Commission on the Bicentennial of
the Constitution of the United States
to clarify the status of employees of
the Commission, to raise the limits on
private contributions, and for other
purposes.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation, I
yield to the gentlewoman from Louisi-
ana [Mrs. Bogags].

Mrs. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
compliment the majority side and the
minority side, not only the members of
the committee, but the members of
their excellent staffs for bringing to a
happy conclusion the legislation that
makes it possible for the U.S. Commis-
sion on the Bicentennial celebration of
the Constitution to go forward in an
orderly manner so that next year in
1987 we will be able to celebrate the
signing of the Constitution, and in
1988 the ratification of the Constitu-
tion, and in 1989, of course, the estab-
lishment of the Government, includ-
ing this branch of Government.

Mr. Speaker, I extend my congratu-
lations and my gratitude to each of
you and to all of you and I am very
pleased to have had this opportunity
to say so.

Mr. HANSEN. Further reserving the
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I yield to
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the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GARcial.

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, the gentleman from
Utah, for yielding.

I would just like to say that I think
the best thing that the Bicentennial
Commission on the Constitution has
ever done is appoint our colleague
from this Chamber, the gentlewoman
from Louisiana, because she has done
more for that Bicentennial Commis-
sion than any other person in this
Congress. I think it is a tribute to her
and her hard work.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I concur
in the remarks of the gentleman from
New York.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

R —

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GARCIA. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
various pieces of commemorative legis-
lation just adopted.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE SCHEDULE

(Without objection, Mr. WALKER was
allowed to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked for this time for the purpose of
ascertaining the schedule from the
majority leader, and I am very glad to
yvield to the distinguished majority
leader to indicate to the House what
the schedule for the upcoming week
may be.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, the
schedule is that upon completion of
today's session, we will be adjourned
until noon on Tuesday next. Monday
is Columbus Day and Yom Kippur, so
we will adjourn upon conclusion of our
business today until Tuesday noon.

There are 10 bills that are listed on
the Suspension Calendar, as follows:

S. 740, Emergency Wetlands Act;

S. 1352, Sikes Act reauthorization;

H.R. 4531, Wetlands Loan Act;

H.R. 4175, maritime authorizations;

HR., 2205, Korean War Memorial
bill;

HR. ,» Small Business Adminis-
tration Pilot Program extension;

S. 2245, Export Administration au-
thorization;
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H.R. 3113, conference report on Co-
ordinated Operations Agreement,
Suisun Marsh Preservation Agreement
and Small Reclamation Projects Act;

H.R. 1390, El Portal Leases, Califor-
nia; and

S. 2216, designate September 17 as
Constitution Day.

There may be others. We will debate
those bills, and postpone any votes
until the conclusion of the debates.

Members should be advised that
there will be three conference commit-
tee reports to be considered, one on
the water resources bill, one on sur-
face transportation, and one on the
clean water amendments. Those are
three significant pieces of legislation.
Taken in tandem with the bill passed
this week by the House on the cleanup
of spills, they amount to significant
environmental programming.

Members must expect that there will
have to be action on the debt limit ex-
tension, on the budget reconciliation
bill, and on the continuing appropria-
tions. Once those are concluded, we
would expect to adjourn sine die. We
hope that might occur by midweek.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman.

Just a couple questions, with regard
to additional bills that might be put
on the Suspension Calendar, can the
gentleman give us some idea as to
what kind of notice we might get
about additional bills, since most of
the Members will not come back to
town until Tuesday morning?

Mr. WRIGHT. Well, at this point it
is a little difficult to say. I do not
know of any other bills, to tell the
gentleman the truth. There may be
some, however, because always at this
point in the session the leadership dis-
covers bills lying around ready for
action that it had not anticipated, so I
do not have any way of knowing.

Mr. WALKER. I would assume that
would be brought, though, onto the
calendar in accordance with the regu-
lar procedure of working with the mi-
nority leader for adequate notice.

Mr. WRIGHT. Yes. We will do our
very best not to spring any surprises;
but the majority leader is likely to be
surprised himself when he discovers
what is on the calendar.

Mr. WALKER. Well, I thank the
gentleman.

The conference reports listed, are
they likely to come up on Tuesday?

Mr. WRIGHT. We hope they can.
We think they have either been com-
pleted or are at a stage where comple-
tion is clearly anticipated by the end
of the day.

It is my understanding that the
Rules Committee is in the process of
drafting rules for all three and that
those rules anticipate the presentation
of the conference reports on Tuesday.

Mr. WALKER. So we would certain-
ly get the rule on the conference re-
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ports on Tuesday and perhaps the con-
ference reports themselves.

With regard to the budget reconcili-
ation bill, it is my understanding that
will have to be voted on in the Senate
before we would get it, which means
that it will be likely that we would not
get the budget reconciliation bill until
Wednesday, is that the likelihood.

Mr. WRIGHT. Well, it is altogether
possible that it may be Wednesday. It
is conceivable that it may be Tuesday.

It is my understanding that there is
some movement in the direction of an
agreement, but I am not at liberty to
promise.

Mr. WALKER. But we are correct
that the Senate would have to act
first, the other body would have to act
first on that legislation?

Mr. WRIGHT. Well, the gentleman
may be absolutely correct.

Mr. WALKER. With regard to the
debt limit extension, that will have to
follow the budget reconciliation bill, so
that could possibly come as late as
Thursday?

Mr. WRIGHT. I think the debt limit
extension might come earlier than
that. The Rules Committee has a rule
prepared to present on the debt limit
extension.

I think I may have misled the gen-
tleman in my reference to three bills
on which rules already have been pre-
pared by the Rules Committee. The
third one to which I had reference was
not the surface transportation bill, but
rather the debt limit extension in-
stead.

So far as I know, there is no rule yet
on the surface transportation bill.

Mr. WALKER. So the gentleman
would anticipate the debt limit exten-
tion perhaps as early as Tuesday or
Wednesday?

Mr. WRIGHT. Yes, indeed.

Mr. WALKER. And the continuing
appropriations resolution, is it my un-
derstanding that because of potential
scope problems that we would prob-
ably have to have a rule for it before it
could come to the floor?

Mr. WRIGHT. I imagine that a rule
would be necesary for the continuing
resolution.

Mr. WALKER. And the one item
that I noticed was not on the gentle-
man's list of potential conference re-
ports is the drug bill. Does the gentle-
man have any information about what
the House might expect in terms of
having a drug conference report
before us next week?

Mr. WRIGHT. Well, I do not have
any information that is not available
to other Members.

I think we have two clear possibili-
ties, either that the other body would
accept our bill as we passed it, a
matter that most Members of the
House would prefer, no doubt, or that
they might change or remove one or
more portions of it and return it with
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those changes. I do not know which to
anticipate.

1 have talked with the majority
leader and the minority leader of the
other body and I have no clear signal
as to what to expect.

Mr. WALKER. So what we might
really expect is further action on
Senate amendments, is that more
likely?

Mr. WRIGHT. That is possible.

Mr. WALKER. One other question
that occurs to this gentleman as I look
at the list, are we anticipating that we
will finish next week and that Con-
gress can adjourn sine die by the end
of the week, whatever that end of the
week might be?

Mr. WRIGHT. I should be very dis-
appointed if we are not able to do
that. I know all Members desire to do
that. I believe I see light at the end of
the tunnel. I think we ought to antici-
pate being able to finish by Wednes-
day, or if not, then by Thursday. 2
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I cannot make that ironclad promise,
of course, because to do so would be to
speak for a lot of other Members, but
I think that any reasonable expecta-
tion would look toward our being able
to adjourn sine die next week.

Mr. WALKER. Members should
keep their schedules in the district
flexible at least through Thursday?

Mr. WRIGHT. That would be my
advice.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for the schedule.

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY,
OCTOBER 14, 1986

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at noon on Tuesday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednes-
day rule be dispensed with on Wednes-
day next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR DISAGREEING TO
THE SENATE AMENDMENT TO
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 668,
PUBLIC DEBT INCREASE
Mr. BEILENSON, from the Commit-

tee on Rules, submitted a privileged

report (Rept. No. 99-988) on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 586) providing for

taking the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
668) increasing the statutory limit on
the public debt with the Senate
amendment from the Speaker's table
and disagreeing to the Senate amend-
ment, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIV-
ING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 6, WATER RE-
SOURCES CONSERVATION, DE-
VELOPMENT, AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT
AND REHABILITATION ACT OF
1985, AND AGAINST CONSIDER-
ATION OF SUCH CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. BEILENSON, from the Commit-
tee on Rules, submitted a privileged
report (Rept. No. 99-989) on the reso-
Iution (H. Res. 587) waiving certain
points of order against the conference
report on the bill (H.R. 6) to provide
for the conservation and development
of water and related resources and the
improvement and rehabilitation of the
Nation’s water resources infrastruc-
ture, and against the consideration of
such conference report, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIV-
ING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST CONFERENCE
REPORT ON S. 1128, CLEAN
WATER ACT AMENDMENTS OF
1985, AND AGAINST CONSIDER-
ATION OF SUCH CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. BEILENSON, from the Commit-
tee on Rules, submitted a privileged
report (Rept. No. 99-990) on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 588) waiving certain
points of order against the conference
report on the bill (S. 1128) to amend
the Clean Water Act, and against the
consideration of such conference
report, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

DESIGNATION OF HON. THOMAS
S. FOLEY TO ACT AS SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE TO SIGN EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RES-
OLUTIONS UNTIL NOON, TUES-
DAY, OCTOBER 14, 1986
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid

before the House the following com-

munication from the Speaker:
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WASHINGTON, DC,
October 10, 1986.

I hereby designate the Honorable THOMAS
S. ForLey to act as Speaker pro tempore to
sign enrolled bills and joint resolutions until
noon on Tuesday, October 14, 1986.

THoMAS P. O'NEILL, Jr.,

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Without objection, the designation
is agreed to.

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFER-
ENCE REPORT ON S. 2638, NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1987

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the managers may
have until midnight tonight to file a
conference report on the bill, 8. 2638,
the National Defense Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1987.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members be per-
mitted 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks and to include
therein extraneous material on the
bill, H.R. 4354, which passed the
House today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

DEDICATION OF THE JOHN F.
KENNEDY MEDICAL CENTER
IN CHICAGO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZzIO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, | rise to call
to the attention of my colleagues in the House
of Representatives the dedication on October
23, 1986, of the John F. Kennedy Medical
Center, located in the 11th Congressional Dis-
trict of lllinois which | am honored to repre-
sent.

Formerly known as the Northwest Hospital,
this medical institution has provided outstand-
ing quality health care for more than three
decades for the people of the city of Chicago,
and its renaming has been inspired by the nu-
merous improvements in services and many
accomplishments of the hospital during the
last few years. Exemplifying the spirit of our
late President, John F. Kennedy, the execu-
tive director of the hospital, Peter Rusin, ob-
tained the endorsement of the Kennedy family
in renaming the hospital in honor of President
Kennedy.

A copy of the board of trustees resolution
renaming the hospital follows:
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RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF
NORTHWEST HOSPITAL

Whereas, for the past several years,
Northwest Hospital has undergone structur-
al and personnel changes, including but not
limited to the reorganization of the Labora-
tory, X-Ray, Anesthesia, Emergency Room
and Physical Therapy Departments; and

Whereas, the medical staff has been re-
structured and now has a youthful, energet-
ic image reflecting the religious, ethnic and
democratic characteristics of the neighbor-
hood; and

Whereas, former President of the United
States, John F. Kennedy, symbolized the
characteristics of youth, energy, progress
and integrity, and further, because of his
support and concern for the health and wel-
fare of the American public, he utilized his
influence for the promotion of programs for
the benefit of increased and improved
health care for all people; and

Whereas, the hospital serves persons of all
ages, ethnic and religious beliefs, regardless
of race, color or creed; and

Whereas, the hospital is vitally concerned
with furnishing the best possible medical
and hospital care for those patients; and

Whereas, the officers and trustees of the
hospital have voiced their admiration for
the late John F. Kennedy and for his ideals
and concern for those citizens in need of
medical attention; and

Whereas, the trustees of the hospital
deem it appropriate and fitting that the
name of the hospital be changed to reflect
their admiration and appreciation for the
efforts made by John F. Kennedy on behalf
of gquality health care; and

Whereas, it is appropriate and fitting that
this name reflects the new beginning of this
hospital which has risen from the changes
mentioned above; and

Whereas, the name John F. Kennedy sym-
bolizes our mission of providing a high qual-
ity, cost effective continuum of health care
services, which is accessible to all, and
which meets the needs of our community:
Now therefore, be it

Resolved by the Trustees of the hospital
that the name of Northwest Hospital be
changed to John F. EKennedy Medical
Center, and that all legal steps statutorily
required be taken to effectuate such change
in the spirit of the recitals of the preambles
forming part of this Resolution.

During the last 6 years, Northwest Hospital
has restructured and improved several of its
medical departments, and has engaged in an
ambitious plan to develop new programs and
acquire the latest medical technology, which
will enable the John F. Kennedy Medical
Center to provide our community with the
most advanced medical services available. A
summary of the major improvements and ac-
complishments of the Northwest Hospital
since 1980 follows:

MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS AT NORTHWEST

HosPITAL SINCE 1980

ORGANIZATION/ADMINISTRATION

Completed reorganization of the Board of
Trustees.

Appointed Mrs. Lucy Wolski as assistant
administrator.

Completed extensive management reorga-
nization which included the appointments
of six vice presidents.

Engaged the services of Kevin B. Tynan
and Associates, marketing firm, to reassess
and develop marketing strategy.
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Engaged the services of Coopers and Ly-
brand, management consulting firm, to
assist in long-range strategic planning.

MEDICAL DEPARTMENT CHANGES

Re-organized Anesthesia Department. Dr.
Anastacio Saavedra, formerly of the Univer-
sity of Illinois, appointed director of anes-
thesia.

Restructured Radiology Department. Dr.
Perry Rudich, formerly of Michael Reese
Hospital, appointed director of radiology.

Appointed Dr. Ebrahim Amir-Mokri as di-
rector of surgical and clinical pathology.

Appointed Dr. Michael Rosenberg as di-
rector of emergency room services.,

Dedicated Endoscopy Lab in the name of
the late Dr. Eli Samet.

Completed development of strong quality
assurance and physician peer review proc-
ess.

NEW DEPARTMENTS

Extended Care Unit, Family MedCenter,
Free-to-Be Child Care Center, Gift Gallery,
Medical Library, Same-Day Surgery Depart-
ment, and 24-hour Surveillance Unit.

DEPARTMENTS RESTRUCTURED AND OR WITH

NEW DEPARTMENT HEADS

Accounting, Dietary, Marketing, Medical
Records, Microbiology, Pharmacy, Physical
Therapy, Quality Assurance, Respiratory
Therapy, Social Service, and Training and
Education.

MAJOR EQUIPMENT ACQUISITIONS

Northwest Hospital was first hospital in
Chicago to implement computerized cardiac
monitoring system (CAMS).

Cardiac Resuscitator put into use.

PHYSICAL PLANT CHANGES

Emergency Room moved to a new location
with 15 patient stations, 2 fully equipped
trauma rooms, and ENT (ear, nose and
throat) area.

Seven story pavilion completed with 16
surgical suites, 170 patient beds, 12 surgical
intensive care beds, 16 recovery beds, 20-bed
surgical surveillance area, and offices, class-
rooms, auditorium.

Major Avenue annex opened to house
business functions.

Remodelled employee and guest dining
room, lobby and patient lounges.

Built an eight-level garage providing free
parking for outpatients, visitors and em-
ployees.

Remodelled Physical Therapy, Obstetrics
and Pediatrics departments.

Dedicated new chapel to Lillian and A. L.
Salzman.

OTHER DEPARTMENTAL CHANGES

Computerized Medical Laboratory.

Expanded Physical Therapy department.

Implemented triage system of patient care
to expedite emergency services.

Computerized patient admitting system.

COMMUNITY HEALTH PROGRAMS

First Children’s and Adult Health Fairs,

Launched series of extensive community
health events.

Screenings, cataract and glaucoma, hear-
ing, diabetes, blood pressure, prostate
cancer, skin cancer, colo-rectal cancer, tes-
ticular cancer, lectures, eye health, arthri-
tis, medication, Medicare, sexuality, and
other topics.

Mr. Speaker, on the occasion of the dedica-
tion later this month of the John F. Kennedy
Medical Center in Chicago, | congratulate ex-
ecutive director Peter Rusin, the members of
the board of trustees, and all of the members
of the staff at the hospital, as well as the
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dedicated volunteers, for their exemplary ef-
forts in providing our community with the very
best in health care, and | extend to them my
best wishes for future success as they contin-
ue to serve our community and the city of Chi-
cago by providing in the future, as they have
in the past, the finest and most up-to-date
hospital and medical services.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. LeELaND] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoid-
ably detained off the Hill on official business
during rolicall votes 458 and 459. Had | been
present | would have voted yea on rolicall 458
and nay on rollcall 459.

ARKANSAS SHOWING THE WAY
TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. ALEXAN-
DER] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, this week
the affordable housing work of two groups of
West Memphis and Crittenden County Arkan-
sans earned national recognition. | bring this
to the attention of the House because | be-
lieve my colleagues will be interested in their
accomplishments.

On Monday Samuel R. Pierce, Jr., U.S. Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development, as
a part of the observation of the International
Year of Shelter for the Homeless, announced
awards to 150 local projects, spotlighting their
efforts to improve shelter and services for
low-income people. Two of these awards went
to projects based in West Memphis. Both in-
volve not only West Memphians, but people
from other parts of Crittenden County.

The oldest of the efforts has generated af-
fordable housing in a Neighborhood Develop-
ment Area of southeastern West Memphis.
The second project is West Memphis Private/
Public Sector Home Imnprovement Program
which aids low-income homeowners to obtain
affordable home improvements.

The oldest of the projects, Affordable Hous-
ing—the Crittenden County Experience, took
root in 1982 nutured by lessons learned
through a U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development sponsored demonstration
at Harvard Yard in Crittenden County.

West Memphis homebuilders and industry
leaders Don Butler and Jack Avery recognized
the desperate need for affordable housing for
potential low-income home buyers. They were
convinced that members of the Crittenden
County Home Builders Association could suc-
cessfully transfer the experience of Harvard
Yard to nearby West Memphis if State and
local regulations could be improved to allow
new construction on smaller-sized residential
lots.

Under the leadership of Don, who is now
president of the Arkansas Home Builders As-
sociation, and Jack, who is president of the
Crittenden County Home Builders Association,
the CCHBA convinced West Memphis officials
to give it a try. Thus far, about 40 low-income
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home-buyer affordable houses have been built
in the southeastern section of West Memphis.
And, similar homes are going up elsewhere in
the city and Crittenden County.

The attractive homes range in price from
$22,900 for a two-bedroom house to $38,800
for a three-bedroom, two-bath house.

So successful has been the Crittenden
County experience with construction of afford-
able housing, local builders are regularly re-
quested to provide briefings and technical as-
sistance to their colleagues and to local gov-
ernment leaders in Arkansas and many places
across the Nation.

In 1985, the National Association of Home
Builders awarded the Crittenden County Home
Builders Association first place in its small as-
sociations in the builder category for working
with the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development and local and State gov-
ernment officials to eliminate unnecessary
construction regulations in connection with ac-
complishing the affordable housing program.

That same year, NAHB gave its “Building
Better Communities” Grand Award, in the
nonbuilders category, to John Suskie manager
of the Little Rock office of HUD. He was rec-
ognized for promoting use throughout Arkan-
sas of innovative methods and solutions em-
ployed in the Harvard Yard demonstration.

The West Memphis Private/Public Sector
Home Improvement Program is a private and
public sector cooperative program sponsored
by the Community Housing Resources Board
of West Memphis, Inc. This program won 1 of
16 Special Merit Awards presented by Secre-
tary Pierce.

In January 1985, the West Memphis Com-
munity Development Agency proposed the
program which brings together low-income
homeowners, lending institutions, and home
improvement contractors.

In addition to officers and executive board
members of the Community Housing Re-
sources Board, primary participants in the af-
fordable home improvements project include
low-income homeowners, representatives of
private sector lenders, five small construction
firms and the West Memphis city government.

During the first 18 months of the program,
more than 70 homeowners, most of whom live
in predominantly black, lower income neigh-
borhoods were enabled to improve their
homes. The project hopes to increase this
number to 90 by the end of this year.

The partnership works with program appli-
cants to pull together a combination of grant
and loan funds and contributions by the
homeowners. Thirty-eight of the first group of
families participating obtained private sector
loans, 28 families were able to make cash
contributions to the cost of their home im-
provement repairs, and 7 received a basic
emergency grant of $1,500 each.

West Memphis' Community Development
Agency uses Federal community development
block grant funds to make home improvement
grants, to assist with loan financing and to pay
a portion of unforseen job costs arising from
problems identified after the private sector
loan closing.

The average cost of the home improvement
jobs has been $5,150. The range of monthly
loan repayments has been $30 to $100, with
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the average being $57 per month. Other sta-
tistics of interest in connection with this pro-
gram include:

Forty percent of the households involved
had incomes below the poverty level;

Ninety percent of the households have had
incomes below the HUD very-low-income-
limits;

Ninety percent of the households have
been headed by minorities;

Eighty percent of the households have been
headed by women; and,

Seventy percent of the households have
been headed by persons who are 60 years
old or older.

All such programs have their share of statis-
tics, but the bottom line of this program is
people. Comments from two participating
homeowners show the kind of impact it is
making on the lives of the participating fami-
lies. “Before, the children would hide from
school friends passing by,” one homeowner
said in talking about the improvements to the
family's home. “Now, they hurry home from
school and sit proudly on the front steps.”

Another homeowner participating had the
following to say: “It would rain in the house,
and I'd jump out of bed to put down all my
pots and pans to catch the leaks. | was so
used to doing this that | still wake up at night
before remembering that it's not going to rain
in my house any more. | praise the Lord!"

In addition to aiding low-income homeown-
ers to afford home repair improvements, the
program is designed to provide employment
and training for minority contractors and the
workers.

The workers use low-cost materials and tra-
ditional construction techniques and skills to
demonstrate methods of accomplishing afford-
able home improvements.

This week's awards to the two West Mem-
phis programs have demonstrated that sheer
hard work, determination, innovation and co-
operation between the private and public sec-
tors can provide affordable home buying and
home repair improvement opportunities for
low-income Arkansans and Americans.

At this time, | would like to make a part of
the RECORD the summaries on these two pro-
grams which were published by HUD in con-
nection with the awards made by Secretary
Pierce.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING—THE CRITTENDEN
CouNTY EXPERIENCE

Local builders Don Butler and Jack Avery,
recognizing the desperate need for decent
housing in the southeastern section of West
Memphis and demonstrating the market-
ability of the affordable housing concept,
obtained permission from West Memphis of-
ficials to build such housing on available
lots in this Neighborhood Development Pro-
gram area. The affordable housing concept,
a scaled-down version of the “typical”
American home, is designed to provide
decent shelter with sufficient amenities and
visual appeal to be marketable but at a price
affordable to lower income people. When
constructed in existing lower income neigh-
borhoods as in-fill, it is an extremely practi-
cal means of improving the neighborhood
and increasing the housing supply for lower
income people. Since 1984 almost 40 homes
have been built in the area. The lowest price
for a two-bedroom home was $22,900; the
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highest price for a three-bedroom, two-bath
home was $38,800.

In many cases, dilapidated and condemned
housing was torn down to provide buildable
lots for these new units, and in a few in-
stances individuals who owned the lots used
their value as down payment and closing
costs for the new home. Families who do
not have enough cash for the down pay-
ment and closing costs may provide some or
all of it through a “sweat equity” program,
which allows them to do a part of the work,
such as interior painting or landscaping, and
receive credit for the value of their work
toward the cash necessary for the required
investment. Over 90 percent of the purchas-
ers are first-time home buyers. Some were
previously living with parents; several are
single-parent households. Without the avail-
ability of these units, home ownership
would have been an impossibility for most.

The project significantly increases the
availability of decent housing for lower
income people in West Memphis and is an
ongoing process that will continue to pro-
vide new housing. Funding for the project is
through various FHA subsidies and Commu-
nity Development Block Grants. The hous-
ing in this project is made affordable pri-
marily through design considerations for
eliminating waste and the relatively small
size of the units. Also, constructing the
homes in a developed area with existing in-
frastructure and on small lots helps to hold
down cost. Since this housing project in-
volves new housing construction, it has a
substantial impact in the community
through the construction jobs that it gener-
ates.

WesT MEMPHIS PRIVATE/PUBLIC SECTOR
HoME IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The Community Housing Resources
Board of West Memphis, Inc., demonstrates
the feasibility of a private/public sector
home improvement program. In January
1985, the Community Development Agency
(CDA) of West Memphis began to outline a
new program that would make it easier for
low-income homeowners to obtain home im-
provement loans from private lending insti-
tutions. Following 3 months of planning,
the first private sector home improvement
loan was made. Since then, 71 households
have been able to improve their homes be-
cause of this partnership of low-income
families, two local lending institutions, five
small construction firms, and the CDA. Im-
provements in the predominantly black
lower income neighborhoods of West Mem-
phis are evident. By January 1987, the West
Memphis private/public home improvement
program will have helped approximately 90
low-income homeowners repair their houses.

The partnership also provides employ-
ment and training for minority contractors
and their work forces. Traditional construc-
tion techniques, methods, and skills applied
by local workers using low-cost materials
serve to demonstrate and extend affordable
construction practices. Private lenders and
low-income homeowners gain first time ex-
perience in dealing with one another. In ad-
dition to learning to manage their loans, the
owners are instructed in the maintenance of
their homes. In its totality. including the
use of construction standards appropriate to
affordable housing repair, the West Mem-
phis private/public partnership constitutes
a new local policy for the encouragement of
affordable improvements to existing hous-
ing.
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NEW IDEAS VERSUS NEW
TAXES: THE CHOICE FOR 1986

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I do
not intend to take all of the time, but
I appreciate your recognizing me.

Mr. Speaker, this special order is en-
titled “New Ideas Versus New Taxes:
The Choice for 1986."

The key choice for America in 1986
is whether to move forward to new
ideas and an opportunity society, or
back to the liberal welfare state gov-
ernment of the 1970's, and pay for it
through new taxes. The real choice is
the future versus the past.

The 99th Congress might be called
“the inconclusive Congress.” It has
been inconclusive because power in
America is trapped between the will of
the people and the will of the liberal
welfare state government and interest
groups.

In 1984, the American people voted,
49 States to 1, for new ideas in an op-
portunity society at the Presidential
level. In 1984, the opportunity society
candidate, Ronald Reagan, received 59
percent of the popular vote. He re-
ceived an overwhelming majority in
every region: 54 percent in the East, 60
percent in the Midwest, 63 percent in
the West, and 62 percent in the South.

Reagan’s popular victory was the
fourth victory won against the liberal
welfare state in the last five Presiden-
tial elections.

Analysts forget that Lyndon John-
son’s 1964 landslide was the last man-
date for a liberal welfare state in
American elections. In 1968, the two
antiliberal welfare state candidates,
Nixon and Wallace, received 57 per-
cent of the vote, while Humphrey, the
liberal welfare state candidate, only
received 43 percent of the vote. While
the Nixon-Humphrey race was close, it
has been clear in consequent elections
that Wallace’s 14 percent was an anti-
liberal welfare state vote, because they
have all gone against the liberal
Democrats in every Presidential elec-
tion since.

In 1972, the liberal welfare state can-
didate, George McGovern, only re-
ceived 38 percent of the vote.

In 1976, the choice was confused by
the fact that Jimmy Carter had cam-
paigned as a populist, commonsense,
Southern Democrat, who won the
nomination by opposing liberal candi-
dates. In the fall election, many con-
servative Democrats found Carter ac-
ceptable, and he received 50 percent of
the national vote, to Ford’s 48 percent.
However, note that even with a South-
ern semiconservative candidate, the
Democrats could only receive 50 per-
cent of the vote, and that is the high-
water mark for the Democratic Party
in five elections for President.
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By 1980, the liberal welfare state
was collapsing, with 13-percent infla-
tion, 22-percent interest rates, rising
unemployment, American helicopters
burning in the Iranian desert, a Soviet
Army in Afghanistan, and a Commu-
nist government taking over Nicara-
gua.

The American people in 1980 reject-
ed the liberal welfare state and the
Democrats. The Democratic nominee
received only 41 percent of the vote in
1980.

In 1984, the liberal Democrats prom-
ised to raise taxes and to return to
weakness in foreign policy, and the
American people repudiated them.
Walter Mondale received only 39 per-
cent of the popular vote.

Thus, in the five Presidential elec-
tions since 1968, the Democrats have
averaged only 42 percent of the vote.
Fifty-eight percent of the American
people have rejected the liberal wel-
fare state Democratic Party on the av-
erage for five Presidential elections.
That is a 20-year pattern of almost
three out of every five Americans re-
jecting the liberal welfare state and its
primary advocate, the liberal Demo-
crats at the Presidential level.

If for 20 years the American people
have been voting against the liberal
welfare state, how has it survived?
Even more incredibly, how has the lib-
eral welfare state managed to grow
and have taxes raised on the American
people to finance it?

Consider how remarkable an
achievement the liberal welfare state

survival is. For 20 years the American
people have voted against the past and
for the future. For 20 years, the Amer-
ican people have voted to protect their
family budgets against tax increases.
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For 20 years, the American people
have voted to shrink the Federal
budget rather than the family budget.
For 20 years, the American people
have voted to shift from welfare to
work fare.

Despite the clear 58-percent vote for
change, the liberal welfare state has
survived and flourished. Indeed, the
liberal welfare state has grown and
taxes have gone up.

Today, the Federal Government
takes up a greater share of our in-
comes than ever before in peacetime.

How has the liberal welfare state
avoided the popular will and how is it
that the American people have voted
for 20 years by 58-percent margins to
go in one direction while their Govern-
ment has gone in a different direction?
The answer is to be found in the reali-
ty of incumbent advantage.

As David Broder wrote last spring, it
is clear that incumbent advantage has
slowed down the rate of political re-
alignment. The Presidency is now the
office most open to the popular will.
Senate seats have shown themselves
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to be fairly open to popular will. In
1980 there was a decisive shift of
Senate seats away from liberal welfare
state Democrats and toward opportu-
nity society Republicans. In 1980,
Senate incumbents were about 5 times
as vulnerable to change as House in-
cumbents.

Today the U.S. House of Represent-
atives is the least vulnerable to change
of the three elected Federal offices.
Where the Founding Fathers expected
the House to be the people's House
and, in fact, the most open to change,
it has become the incumbent’s House
and is now the least exposed to the
people’s will.

How did this happen? After the 1974
Watergate elections the Democrats
found themselves in possession of a
number of Republican seats because of
the unique circumstances of that elec-
tion, the combination of the oil price
shock, the economic pain, and Water-
gate itself. Freshman Democrats were
both very numerous and very scared.
They knew that if the elections in
1976 were held as they normally would
be, if the incumbent had the normal
advantages that 30,000 or 40,000
Democrats would be defeated because
they were occupying very Republican
seats, that they held only because of
scandal and recession.

The result was that the freshman
Democrats decided their No. 1 chal-
lenge was to build up the incumbent
advantages so that they would never
face a fair fight. There was a deliber-
ate effort in 1975 and 1976 to increase
the office staffs, to increase the mail-
ing privileges, to increase the amount
of money available for travel to give
the incumbent in effect an official tax
paid campaign in addition to what
they would face during the election
cycle. The result was that in race after
race in 1976 and beyond Democrats
who were very liberal retained seats in
Republican districts that are very con-
servative. In fact, this incumbency ad-
vantage has developed to such a
degree that in 1984 Ronald Reagan
carried more Democratic seats than he
carried Republican seats. Literally, the
President of the United States carried
more Democratic congressional dis-
tricts than he carried Republican con-
gressional districts or than there are
Republican congressional districts.
Ronald Reagan carried 182 Republi-
can congressional districts and he car-
ried 189 Democratic congressional dis-
tricts. If it had been a parliamentary
election in the British or the German
sense, the Republican margin in the
House today would be 391 seats. But,
in fact, because of reapportionment,
because of incumbent advantages, be-
cause of approximately $1 million in
publicity, direct mail, staff, office ac-
counts and other advantages, no in-
cumbent runs as an equal. I say this as
a Republican and it is true for all of
us.
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But if the Congress has been in a 20-
year cycle of voting against Demo-
crats, it is the liberal welfare state
Democratic incumbents who have
been peculiarly helped by being
helped through reapportionment and
State legislatures, and through incum-
bent advantages of the taxpayer paid
accounts to have an advantage. If you
consider this willingness to use, in
effect, official advantages to try to rig
the election by ensuring that the aver-
age voter does not have a really fair
choice, that the incumbent Democrats
will first start with about $1 million in
advantages, and those built up over
the years, and then the election starts
so that the challenger has almost no
real hope of running a serious com-
petitive race in most congressional dis-
tricts right now, then you can under-
stand why the country, the Nation,
the American people can vote 58 per-
cent against the liberal welfare state
again and again and again, while at
the same time House Democrats just
ignore the votes and go about voting
for tax increases, for a bigger liberal
welfare state and for more govern-
ment.

In this same setting, the same psy-
chology of the incumbents being able
to ignore the will of the people, one
has to look at the current argument
about whether or not people who are
dead or people who have moved away
should be taken off the voting rolls.
There has been a remarkable process
in the last 2 weeks in Democrats with
a totally straight face have argued
that taking dead people off the voter
rolls is clearly an effort to intimidate
voters, in effect, that there is a civil
right to vote after you die.

Why are they making this argu-
ment? The reason is very simple. They
know, according to the U.S. attorney
for northern Illinois, that in 1982
Democrats stole about 100,000 votes;
that is, in the election for Governor in
Illinois, which was won by about 5,000
votes, the Democratic candidate re-
ceived approximately 100,000 votes of
people that had either died or moved
away. Expressways have been voted,
vacant lots have been voted, empty
buildings have been voted, and in one
case I can cite a person who died and
voted in six consecutive Democratic
primaries after they were dead, no
mean achievement.

In that setting, let me suggest that
had the dead and the moved voters
not been voted illegally that the
Democratic nominee for Governor
would have lost by 105,000, a rather
significant difference between a very
close squeaker of 5,000 and the much
larger loss of 105,000.

In Louisiana, in the last decade, two
Members of the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives have resigned from their
seats under indictment for stealing an
election. One of the two subsequently
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went to jail for having stolen an elec-
tion.

In Indiana just this year Democrac-
tic election officials in southern Indi-
ana have been indicted by a Federal
grand jury for buying votes and for
being involved in trying to steal an
election.

This is a very important question. If
one of the purposes of a democracy is
to have only live voters allowed to vote
and to have honest elections where
your vote counts, it is very clear at the
national level when the margin is 58
percent against the liberal welfare
state and 42 percent for the liberal
welfare state Democrats that it is im-
possible to steal a national election on
that scale. But when that popular will
gets down to a local congressional race
or a local State legislative race, 5,000
illegal votes, 5,000 dead voters can
make a big difference. In effect, the
incumbency advantage and the dead
voter, former voter advantage of legal
elections that are stolen are two of the
major ways in which the liberal wel-
fare state Democrats have propped up
the past.

The process that is underway is fas-
cinating. If you think about it, the Re-
publican Party has become a opportu-
nity society party of the future, a
party of new ideas, a party trying to
change the Government. We are out
trying to encourage young people to
register to vote because we are getting
something like 65 percent of the
young people who register to vote Re-
publican.

At the very same time, the Demo-
cratic Party, which has become the
party of the past, a Democratic Party
that props up a liberal welfare state
that is now 30 or 40 years old, that
party seeks to keep people voting after
they die so that, in effect, the Demo-
cratic Party wants to use the votes of
the dead to seize power from the votes
of the young so that they can continue
the Government of the past and stop
the development of the future.

In this setting, one of the statements
made by the U.S. attorney from north-
ern Illinois is particularly important.
He said the only way you can ensure
honest elections is to purge voting
rolls every 2 years so that there is not
a pool of dead and moved voters for
the local official to use illegally on
election night. If the only people on
the rolls are real people who are really
eligible to vote, then the election offi-
cial, even if he is tempted to steal the
election, finds it very difficult to set
up an election theft. But if you have a
voter roll that has 20,000 or 50,000 or
100,000 dead people and people who
have moved away sitting on that roll,
then the temptation for a liberal wel-
fare state Democrat to save the past
by voting the past is very, very power-
ful indeed.
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Now in that setting, we should be re-
minded of Lord Acton’s warning that
“power tends to corrupt, and absolute
power tends to corrupt absolutely.”
There was a certain level of chutzpa in
having machine Democrats, people
who had been elected in a long tradi-
tion that goes back to Tammany Hall,
to the Cook County machine of Mayor
Daley in Chicago, to the stolen elec-
tions in Texas of Lyndon Johnson.

To have those kinds of machine
Democrats go to the news media with
a straight face and pretend that the
right of dead people to stay on the
rolls is a civil rights issue, only at a
time when they had lost any sense, I
think, of reasonable, common morality
could a politician go and make the
case with a perfectly straight face that
it is wrong to take dead people and
people who have moved away off the
rolls, and it is wrong to be concerned,
to have an honest election.

The fact is, the Democrats do not
have much choice. When you are
faced with five consecutive repudi-
ations by the American people at the
Presidential level, when it is clear in
every poll that the American people
want workfare, not welfare, that the
American people want smaller govern-
ment, not higher taxes; that the
American people want a strong foreign
policy, not the weakness of the liberal
welfare state.

When it is clear from every poll that
the values and the dreams of the
American people rest in an opportuni-
ty society future, not a liberal welfare
state past, then if you are the Demo-
crats, you have a very difficult time
finding a majority coalition.

The fact is, the Democrats want to
protect the liberal welfare state Gov-
ernment of the 1970s; the Republi-
cans, and I think the American people,
want to create the opportunity society
of the 1990s.

Why is this all so important? How
does it relate to 1986? This is not just
a game; what Frank Kent in a book
written in the twenties called The
Great Game of Politics. This is the
fundamental choice of the American
people between the past and the
future. It is the fundamental choice of
the baby boom generation and its chil-
dren, of where do we go as a country
in the nineties.

To understand how fundamental
that choice is, let me carry you back to
1965. Measure in your own mind if I
am describing America as you have
lived through if for the last 21 years:

Around 1965 the baby boom genera-
tion had gained enough momentum
and was large enough to begin asking
a series of questions, questions that
emerged through the sit-in movement,
through the free speech movement,
through the antiwar movement, There
are essentially five of them:
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First of all, they said isn't it true
that Government creates jobs better
than free enterprise, and all of the So-
cialist professors said yes it is.

Second, they said isn’t it true that
high technology is more dangerous
rather than beneficial. And the left
said yes it is.

Third, they said isn’t it true that
you can’t really allow those yokels to
have power and we need centralized
bureaucracies that are smart to pro-
tect us from all of those dumb local
governments. The left said yes it is.

Fourth, they said isn’t it true that
traditional values are old-fashioned
and that drugs and radical lifestyles
really involve no risks. The left said
that’s exactly right.

Fifth, finally they asked isn't it true
that the world is not dangerous, Amer-
ican leadership is just paranoid. The
left said you're exactly right, the
world is Epcot Center and the United
States is a bully.

The fact is that on all five of the
major questions asked by the baby
boom generation the American left
was fundamentally wrong. But the left
was also very powerful for 15 years.
And what happened? All of you lived
through this and can measure it from
your own memories.

By 1980, we had a President whose
drug adviser was fired for illegally pre-
scribing drugs. Remember Peter
Bourne, people have forgotten him
but he was Jimmy Carter's drug advis-
er. Why do I blame the left for the
current drug crisis. Because when the
Presidential adviser says “of course
we're going to legalize heroin” and
goes around illegally prescribing
drugs, that helped create the mess we
are in. The average young person
watching the Carter administration’s
drug adviser had to be misled. After
all, if the President’s drug adviser does
it, it can't be that bad.

Second, we had tried Government
domination of enterprise and it had
failed. By 1980, we were at 13 percent
inflation, 22 percent interest rates. Do
some of you remember these figures?
We were heading into the worst unem-
ployment crisis since the Great De-
pression. By 1980, the American dollar
was disintegrating so fast that Italian
hotels wouldn’t take greenbacks—that
was literally true.

Furthermore, our military capability
collapsed. When Reagan used the U.S.
Navy to send the warning to Qadhafi
by bombing Libya, I made the com-
ment that we could not have done that
in 1980 because the Navy couldn’t
have found Libya but that was not bad
because they didn't have any bombs
anyway.

But remember 1980? American heli-
copters burning in the Iranian desert.
The Soviet Army invading Afghani-
stan. Communists taking over Nicara-
gua, while we were told by the liberals
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“they're not really Communists,
they're just good guys who use the
wrong code words.”

What was the left's answer. It was
the famous “Malaise speech.” Remem-
ber the Carter attitude? We are all
going to live in misery, but as a liberal
he promised you it would be equal
misery. And the left already had a
plan for misery stamps.

If you think I exaggerate how bad it
was, as a freshman in 1979, I helped
fight against gasoline rationing. Re-
member the left's energy analysis? At
$5 a gallon for gasoline—they were
only off by a factor of 10—working
people will not be able to afford get-
ting to work. Therefore the left said
the only solution is to take power out
of your pocketbook and put it in the
bureauerat and let them issue you gas-
oline stamps.

And if you think I exaggerate, I'll
show you the debates in which the lib-
eral Democrats said just that.

Now what happened? Luckily we live
in a free society. The average Ameri-
can is not necessarily sophisticated but
is reasonably wise—wise enough to buy
cars, and buy houses, and find jobs,
and drive to work without a wreck
most mornings. The average American
can do lots of things we don’'t think
about when we get academics into a
room to analyze popular opinion. In
1980, the average American said, “Let
me understand. I have this unknown,
untested guy from California and I
have this known tested product that is
destroying the country, how should I
vote this fall?”

They decided that guaranteed fail-
ure was probably not a good idea.

Thus, in 1980 they elected a new
team. And in a very shocking upset,
they gave Republicans control of the
U.S. Senate and they elected a guy
who, I will say to you, no one thought
would be as great a President as he is.

The truth is that Ronald Reagan
now ranks as one of the two or three
greatest Presidents in the 20th centu-
ry with Franklin Roosevelt. He is an
extraordinary figure.

The first time I sensed he was going
to be extraordinary was the January
1981 day he was sworn in. Sitting up
there on the Capitol steps for the in-
augural. The Sun was beginning to
shine. Word began to pass among us
that the American hostages had left
Iranian airspace literally while we
were sitting there. And Reagan said
one sentence that no one on the left
could have said. And I'll repeat it to
you and you tell me if it's not exactly
right.

He said, and I quote: “We have every
right to dream heroic dreams, after all
we're Americans.”

And nobody on the left could have
said that because, in the first place,
the idea of heroics is romantic and left
wingers are no longer romantic,
they're cynical. In the second place,
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nobody on the left could have said
that because to suggest that being
American is special is nationalistic and
chauvinistic and nobody on the left
wants to be those things. And in the
third place, it was optimistic and the
left had given up optimism sometime
around 1968.

Yet the country at the gut level re-
acted because it was what we've always
been. It was what made us different.
We're not different because we're
white or black or yellow or brown.
We're not different because we're men
or women, or young or old. We're dif-
ferent because we grow up in a fantasy
called the American dream.

We're different because we actually
believe at some deep gut level that the
world can be different, that we can
transcend race, nationality, ethnic
background, and we can reach out and
together create a world that’s exciting
and dynamic that our children can
have a bigger pie and a better hospital
that it can all work.

The job is to roll up your sleeve and
go to work and not just argue with
each other.

And that’s different than any other
dream on the planet. And we had for-
gotten that for awhile. We had lost
our way.
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Ronald Reagan also poses a problem
for our generation. Ronald Reagan
saved America from the collapse of
the liberal welfare state. He literally
turned us around psychologically, eco-
nomically, politically. And that is the
most any one person can do for a
country of 250 million people.

And to expect him to turn us
around, pull us back from the brink,
and create the nineties is more than is
reasonable to expect of one man, even
a giant.

What he has really done is bought
time for our generation to get our act
together. He has bought us a few
years to look out there and see Japan,
and Taiwan, and Korea, to look at
Germany and to say to ourselves do we
want to roll up our sleeves again, do
we want to go back and compete or do
we want to run and hide and decay
like Great Britain?

It’s a very real choice we face in the
next decade. Let me give you one ex-
ample: Last year in a test that was
conducted, 75 percent of the Japanese
scored higher in mathematics than
the top 5 percent of Americans. We
have a very simple choice in an emerg-
ing information industrial society.
Either we clean up our process of edu-
cation so that we're able to compete
head to head or we guit the world
market. No big complicated choice.

We're not going to stay in the game
in the world market when 75 percent
of their students are better prepared
for the computer age than the top 5
percent of our children.
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And you can go through study after
study. The Japanese graduate 500 law-
yers a year, we graduate 30,000. As the
most litigious society on the planet,
we're not going to be able to both sue
our entrepreneuers and expect them
to create jobs. We face a very serious
choice, do we want to reform our liti-
gious system or do we want to decay
and hide from the world market?

We have doubled the share of our
gross national product that goes to
health care. We have also dramatically
expanded the quality of life for people
as we get older. But we better start
thinking through how we're going to
have dramatic reductions in the cost
of health care with less bureaucracy
and less red tape. I do not want cost
containment I want improved product
and less cost. That's the American tra-
dition, something better for less that
is what entrepreneurial capitalism and
technology are all about.

And that’s very different from the
mess we're drifting into, which is an
increasingly bureaucratized, increas-
ingly socialized, increasingly redtaped
medical system. So you take case after
case and you can say to yourself, if
you're honest about the future, we
have to change. Now a lot of people
will tell you that politicians should
never talk about change. Change, they
say, scares people, and it may if you're
not Americans.

You know, the other great President
of the 20th century, Franklin Delano
Roosevelt, a man who had had polio,
who could stand only with braces and
only with enormous effort, said in his
first inaugural we have nothing to fear
but fear itself. I think it is in that tra-
dition that Ronald Reagan, who was
at one time a Franklin Delano Roose-
velt New Deal Democrat, that Ronald
Reagan would have said that change is
American; to continue to adapt to de-
velop his America.

Let me tell you what I have been
saying to older people, because they
are statistically the people most afraid
of change.

I have been asking people at the
American Association of Retired Per-
sons meetings, “How many of you
have ever lived in a house that never
had electricity?”’ In Cedartown, two-
thirds of the people raised their
hands. In Hapeville, one-third raised
their hands. Now, think about that for
just a moment. Right now today in Ce-
dartown, GA, two-thirds of the folks I
was talking with at one time in their
life lived in a house without electrici-
ty. In one lifetime they went from no
electricity to lights, refrigerators,
freezers, microwave ovens, videoiape
recorders, cable television, electric
toothbrushes, air-conditioning. In
their lives they have experienced
change, and they know that most of
the time for most Americans change
has been progress.
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Now that we have agreed that
change is American, let us talk about
the next cycle of change.

Because none of us have to be afraid
of change as long as we are rationally
talking about it and we are controlling
it. The only changes we have to fear
are the changes that come out of the
dark because our politicians don’t have
the guts to tell us about the future.

There have to be major areas of fun-
damental, discussable change, includ-
ing health care, education, the welfare
system, the process of retirement,
mutual trade and the world market,
the military, drugs, you can walk
through them step by step.

Let me bring this back just for a
moment to the whole notion that our
history is a very simple one and one
that I hope all Americans think about.
We are a Nation made up of people
who had the courage to cross the
oceans when there were no airplanes
or steamships. We are a nation made
up of people whose ancestors under-
went incredible privation for freedom.
Some people have driven a greater dis-
tance today than would have been pos-
sible to move across by covered wagons
in a month.

I used to teach the oldest men's class
at First Baptist in Carrollton. One of
the men in the 1920's followed an
oxcart from Tennessee to Carrollton
on a dirt road. As late as 1950, Georgia
166 from Carrollton to Atlanta was
not paved. The world has changed re-
markably in two generations. It can
change remarkably in the future.

We need an agenda for America that
lets our children and grandchildren
have a chance to be free, to be pros-
perous, to be safe.

In closing, before I yield, let me just
say I think the central issue for 1986 is
simple: raising taxes to prop up the
welfare state keeps us tied to the past.
Raising taxes lets the Democrats, who
have dominated the House since 1954,
avoid the serious changes in the Gov-
ernment they created.

I can appreciate with a Speaker who
was first elected to public office in
1936, whose career was devoted to
building the liberal welfare state it is
hard to change. I can understand why
next year with a new Speaker who will
have been first elected to office, I be-
lieve in 1948, who spent his career
building a liberal welfare state it is dif-
ficult to change. But the thing the
American public should demand is
that the election on Election Day 1986
is a choice between the future and the
past, it is a choice between taking a
no-tax-increase pledge to force the
Government to change or those people
who want to prop up the past by rais-
ing taxes and taking money out of the
pocket of the American people.

I would be glad to yield to my friend
from Kansas.

Mr. GLICKEMAN. First of all, I want
to thank you for yielding. I do consid-
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er you my friend even though we are
on opposite sides of the aisle but our
names are right next to each other on
the board. So whenever I look for the
name Glickman to vote, I see the
name Gingrich right above me, Even
though we somtimes do not vote the
same way, I am sure we have the same
goals in mind, which is a prosperous
and healthy America.

It is just that as I was listening to
the gentleman and that while there
are some things I can agree with, I
must agree with his characterization
in one respect where the gentleman
made a statement that he said it dem-
onstrated a degree of hyperbole. I
must tell the gentleman I felt there
was a remarkable, rather substantial
amount of hyperbole in his statement.
It reminded me of the old H.L. Menc-
ken quote, “for every complicated
problem there is a simple and a .wrong
solution.” The gentleman has the in-
teresting way of characterizing all of
America’s problems as somehow deal-
ing with the “liberal Democratic wel-
fare state.” In effect, when you go
down and look at the way people vote
on the floor of this House, there is a
demonstrable lack of difference on
major votes between Republican and
Democrats. In fact, when you look at
where most Members of Congress are
on issues and where most members of
the public are on issues, there is a de-
monstrable place in the middle of the
political spectrum with respect to
almost all Americans and most people
in this particular Chamber that we
serve in. As a matter of fact, most
people are pretty pragmatic. That is
the great nature of America as we are
willing to look and experiment for
change.

I just noticed in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcoRD itself, the gentleman is talking
about no taxes. I noticed the gentle-
man voted for the Superfund bill; so
did I. That raises $8.5 billion worth of
taxes. But we know that we had to
raise those revenues in some capacity
to clean up toxic wastes in America so
that folks would not be exposed to car-
cinogenic wastes and other toxic
wastes. Nobody wanted to do that but
we knew, and the gentleman must
have known, because he and I voted
the same way on this bill, to clean up
toxic wastes in America. I guess my
point is I respect what the gentleman
is saying, but I think there is a lot of
empty air in what he is saying. He
knows as well as I do this is a compli-
cated country with a lot of complicat-
ed problems. Most Americans have
gravitated toward the center, toward
the responsible middle in dealing with
these problems; both Democrats and
Republicans are. Most people want a
government that pretty much leaves
them alone but do want to be protect-
ed against bigness, against antitrust
violations. They want to have a re-
markable amount of service in terms

October 10, 1986

of electricity, power, water, transpor-
tation, those kinds of things. So I
guess my closing point, and then I am
sure the gentleman will want to re-
spond, is that his remarks are interest-
ing, but I do not think they have very
much substance to them.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me comment
for a second because I am fascinated
by the way you managed to frame
this. In the first place, as I mentioned
in my remarks, 58 percent of the
America people in the average Presi-
dential election from 1968 to the
present voted against the Democratic
nominee. Now, 58 percent is a reason-
ably big margin. That is literally true.
Fifty-eight percent on the average, not
the landslide, on the average voted
against the Democratic nominee if you
take 1968, 1972, 1976, 1980, and 1984
and you combine them.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I might character-
ize it differently, 58 percent voted for
the Republican nominee.

Mr. GINGRICH. It does not work
out that way because of the Wallace
vote and the Anderson vote.

The point I am making which I
think is fundamental, and I guess I
take exception to what the gentleman
said: if you take all the spending bills
in this House in the course of 2 years,
take the National Taxpayers Union
rating, for example, for this year,
which is rated now, unlike the past, by
volume, by scale; the top 10 percent of
big spenders, every single one of them
is a Democrat; the bottom 10 percent,
every single one of them, the least
spenders, are Republicans. There is
just no question that is true.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Well, first of all, I
would argue with the characterization
of the gentleman. I have lived here for
10 years, and I see that the old refer-
ence to Everett Dirksen, I once heard
a story about him when he was in the
Senate, the Senate majority leader—
minority leader at that time, and he
was putting some money in the water
bill, and his colleague, Paul Douglas,
said to him, “Everett, I thought you
were a conservative, I thought you did
not like to add Federal spending. I
thought you were a man of principle.”
Everett responded, “I am a man of
principle but my first principle is flexi-
bility."”

The fact of the matter is that is true
regardless of whether you are a Re-
publican or a Democrat, and I do not
like to see anybody hide behind labels
whether they are extraneous labels to
their party or to themselves, because
the fact of the matter is, if I may just
finish and go on, no matter how you
characterize how Members vote, for
the most part Members vote what is
best for their districts, for their
States, and for their country. That is
what we are elected to do up here. I
just think the gentleman’'s character-
ization about—a certain characteriza-
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tion of people on one side and certain
on the other side is just not true, to-
tally.

Mr. GINGRICH. The gentleman
would not accept as a generalization in
the legitimate sense—maybe because I
was a college teacher although I was a
history teacher and not a political sci-
entist—but the gentleman would not
accept as a generalization that it is
fair to say that the Democratic Party
is likely to have more people favorable
to the liberal welfare state than the
Republican Party.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I would not be-
cause I do not know what the liberal
welfare state means in the way you
define it.

Mr. GINGRICH. I will give you an
example out of the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorb. I got up on the floor this year
and I offered the amendment to put
into the bill the Reagan Workfare
Program. There were 183 vote for that
amendment, most of them Republican,
a few conservative Democrats. There
were 220-some votes against that
amendment; overwhelmingly they
were Democrats.

I would say it is a fair characteriza-
tion to say that on that day in this
House that Republicans were collec-
tively mostly willing to vote for work-
fare, Democrats collectively were
mostly willing to vote against work-
fare.

Mr. GLICKMAN. OEK, now if we
may examine that, because in the Ag-
riculture Committee I am working on
the workfare concept.

If you look at the Reagan Workfare
Program, it offers virtually no flexibil-
ity for the States, offers them a great
financial disadvantage in getting the
program started. But if the gentleman
is saying there are certain Members
who reject workfare just from a knee-
jerk reaction, there may be, and they
are wrong, they are wrong.

Mr. GINGRICH. And they tend to
be Democrats.

Mr. GLICKEMAN. That I will not
agree with. I am saying the question
you have to define is, Can you demon-
strate we can devise as good programs
that work?

Mr. GINGRICH. Now, wait, I just
have to go on with this because I am
fascinated. The gentleman would not
agree that, if we did a content analysis
of the debate in the last 4 years, that
overwhelmingly the largest number of
people who ideologically rejected
workfare would happen to be Demo-
crats.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I cannot agree
with that because I have not seen the
statistics. I think it misses the point. I
think the point is that we should be
working toward reaching a consensus
on the issues.

Mr. GINGRICH. But we disagree.

Mr. GLICKMAN. The gentleman’s
methodology is to polarize.
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Mr. GINGRICH. Wait a second. Let
me give you one more example. Your
nominee for President in 1984.

Mr. GLICKEMAN. You mean the
Democratic Party nominee.

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, you are a
Democrat, and I assume you voted for
Mondale.

Mr. GLICKMAN. All right.

Mr. GINGRICH. I know you do not
like labels, but you are a Democratic
Member of the House.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I accept my nomi-
nee, but the way you characterize it, it
was like my brother, my sister, my
father. He was my nominee for Presi-
dent.

Mr. GINGRICH. The gentleman
makes a good point. The nominee of
the Democratic Party, 1984, said, fair
enough, that in his judgment, and I
paraphrase him, he wanted to be
honest, taxes have to go up; and he
will tell you right now he will do it,
and the only difference is Reagan will
not tell you but he is going to do it,
too.

Now, a number of us on my side of
the aisle, and I served on the Republi-
can National Platform Committee
that year, a number of us, the gentle-
man is correct, literally decided to
force a choice. We said, “no”; we said
as bad as the deficit is, the deficit is
not as bad as a massive tax increase,
and there is a difference, I think the
gentleman will concede, between those
funds necessary, about $1.5 billion a
year to take care of a public health
problem like toxic waste, and a $60 bil-
lion tax increase like a colleague of
yours was suggesting.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Wait a second
now. Did you sign the no-tax-increase
pledge?

Mr. GINGRICH. Which is very spe-
cific. It says no tax increase on 15- and
28-percent individual rates and no tax
increase on the 34-percent corporate
rate.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Your colleague
from New York, Mr. Kemp, in voting
against the Superfund bill indicated
the reason why he did that is because
he had signed the no-tax-increase
pledge.

Mr. GINGRICH. He takes the
pledge. The pledge itself is to the rates
in the new reform bill.

Mr. GLICKMAN. So it is a very spe-
cific pledge.

Mr. GINGRICH. Very specific.
Frankly designed over the next 10
years to freeze rates and create a na-
tional understanding that you do not
raise those rates.

0O 1445

Mr. GLICKMAN. So the gentleman
does not view raising taxes other than
income taxes to be subject to your
pledge.

Mr., GINGRICH. I happen, for ex-
ample, to favor user fees. I think there
are a lot of things we should consider.
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Let me carry it back for a second, be-
cause I think the gentleman's points
are legitimate.

I think the country ought to choose
between fundamentally changing the
welfare state of fundamentally paying
for it. I agree with half of George
Wells’ argument. Walter Mondale
came forward, legitimately, and said,
hey, I am a liberal welfare state Demo-
crat, I believe in government, I want
more money. We campaigned on the
grounds that you ought to have a
whole series of reforms, and the work
fair plan was one of them, and you
should not raise taxes. That is not a
consensus issue. That is a fundamental
confrontation between a liberal wel-
fare state approach and an opportuni-
ty society approach that are different.
I mean there is not a compromise
ground in the middle. There may be
compromises to get to the ultimate
destination, but there are really two
very different destinations.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I might say to my
colleague from Georgia that I venture
to say that if we sat down and we dis-
cussed issues on a program-by-pro-
gram basis, whether it has to do with
regulation of banks or transportation
or other kinds of things, there would
not be very much difference between
us.
But I guess what I object to is this
incredibly extremist rhetoric on the
gentleman’'s part where you character-
ize and define somebody called liberal
welfare state, which, of course, has a
pejorative title; then the gentleman
characterize opportunity society
which has this most incredible fairy
tale title.

Mr. GINGRICH. But in the 1950s,
liberal welfare state was an academic
term, it was not pejorative.

Mr. GLICKEMAN. We do not live in
the 1950’s, and the gentleman knows
that that does not exist right now.

Mr. GINGRICH. It has become a
pejorative because we have gotten to
know it. But in fact it originally was a
set of ideas that said let us raise taxes,
create a bureaucracy and it will deliver
government.

Mr. GLICKMAN. If the gentleman
will yield, I really think the fact of the
matter is, I go back to this point, that
this kind of argument, while I suppose
it is interesting for politicians to talk
about, does not necessarily do the
people any good, people who are
facing bank foreclosures because of
farm problems, people are facing lack
of air service, rail service because of
transportation problems in America,
the kinds of things that affect average
folk in this country. When they need
government help, they could really
care less whether you are called a lib-
eral welfare state person or an oppor-
tunity society person. They want gov-
ernment that helps then take care of
themselves and protect them from big,
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bad, greedy businesses,
greedy government.

I have this feeling by talking in the
kind of hyperbolic terms we are talk-
ing about today, we do not get any
closer to reaching solutions to the
kinds of problems that average folks
face at home.

Mr. GINGRICH. The gentleman’s
party created a great national majori-
ty that has lasted a long time, because
you had a President who talked about
the New Deal. He said we are going to
create a whole series of interesting
ideas and interesting new programs. I
am confident there were Republicans
in that generation who got up and
said, “What does the New Deal
mean?” But every American had sort
of a gut instinct that Franklin Roose-
velt had a direction of an activist gov-
ernment. It is legitimate for politicians
to talk in symbolic language to create
a frame of thoughts.

Let me go back to the point the gen-
tleman just made. Frankly, I have to
say that not only are our names close
together up there, but the gentleman
from Kansas represents a more moder-
ate Democrat than the majority which
controls his caucus. The fact is parties
do tend to have sort of centers of grav-
ity. The center of gravity of the House
Democratic Party is today on the left.
It is on the left on foreign policy. It is
on the left on taxes. The gentleman’s
caucus would vote for a tax increase in
the morning. They would come back
for a special session on Monday if they
thought Reagan would sign it.

Mr. GLICKMAN. That is, of course,
why the Speaker of the House has
brought a tax increase down to this
floor in the last 4 years.

Mr. GINGRICH. Reagan has said he
will veto it.

Five leading Democrats in the House
have said we ought to have a tax in-
crease.

Mr. GLICKMAN. That is like the
ads I see on TV that five doctors on a
desert island say that they would
prefer Anacin over aspirin. It is an ir-
relevant statistic.

Mr. GINGRICH. We are talking
about the Speaker, the majority
leader, the chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee, the head of the
conference and a senior member of the
Budget Committee. These are not
random back-bench Democrats we
picked off in the corner and got drunk.
These are very serious leaders of the
National Democratic Party. And I do
not disagree with them from their
value system. If you believe in a liberal
welfare state, you ought to pay for it.

Mr. GLICEMAN. If the gentleman
will yield, I do not think that is any
way believing the liberal welfare state.
That is being a prudent, responsible,
balanced person, whether in business,
whatever government you have, you
ought to pay for it.

big, bad,
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Mr. GINGRICH. My point, as I said
earlier, maybe before the gentleman
came to the floor, is in 5 consecutive
elections, 58 percent of the people
have voted, on the average, have voted
against the Presidential candidate of
bigger government. I think that is a
fair summarization.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I do not accept
that characterization. During the
same period of time, a majority of
votes have been cast for Democrats in
congressional and senatorial races.

Mr. GINGRICH. 1 also made the
point in this House, maybe before the
gentleman got here, that there are two
big factors to that. One of them is the
enormous incumbency advantage that
the class of 1974 created as soon as it
got here. As the gentleman knows, it is
incredibly hard to beat an incumbent
who does not get real sloppy; I mean
just the weight of paid staff, direct
mail; second, gerrymandering which,
in balance, marginally helps your
party; and third, an issue which came
up last week, which is in some States
and in some districts, people have
voted who are dead. I mean in close
races in Indiana in the seat where the
gentleman was seated, they have now
indicted enough officials involved in
enough votes that it is clear the Demo-
crat could have won.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Wait a second.
The gentleman is speaking in Orwell-
ian language now. I do not counte-
nance vote fraud whereever it occurs
in this country. The gentleman cannot
paint that with a brush on either po-
litical party in this country.

Mr. GINGRICH. Oh, come on.

Mr. GLICKEMAN. It is ridiculous.

Mr. GINGRICH. It is not ridiculous.

Mr. GLICKMAN. It is ridiculous.
But I guess we could get into a—

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me ask you be-
cause I am quite serious, this is at a
good government level, and I think the
gentleman will agree with me, who
controls, most of the big city ma-
chines?

Mr. GLICKMAN. I do not know the
answer to the question, because there
are a lot of Republican mayors being
elected around this country.

The point is most public officials are
honest. Most State officials are honest
around the country, period.

Mr. GINGRICH. But it was estimat-
ed, for example, in Illinois in 1982 by
the U.S. attorney that 100,000 votes
were cast by people who do not exist,

Mr. GLICKMAN. I have not seen
the report.

Let me go back to just one thing, be-
cause I am going to have to run. I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding me
the time.

I guess my point in all this is go back
to the situation that we have a lot of
problems in America, problems that
affect average people, problems of
trade deficits, banking, transportation
and opportunity in the future. I do not
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want my party to be the party of the
status quo and not accept change. I
think that is wrong, and I do not think
you could find very many people in my
party who want to pursue that mode.

But the fact of the matter is the
American people do not want to hear
blame. They figure there is enough
blame and historical hyperbole to go
around 100 times over. They want a
country that moves forward, and they
want solutions to their problems.

I hope that the dialog produces that
kind of result, and I appreciate the
gentleman yielding to me.

Mr. GINGRICH. I was glad to yield.

I just want to say that I hope next
week to bring to the floor 30 or 40 spe-
cific proposals for change that have
been killed in the subcommittee or
committee by the Democratic Party in
the House, each of which were to save
money.

My only point is to make the case
that the Reagan administration and
the new ideas Republicans who really
think opportunity society really is
more than hyperbole really have been
trying to move forward a whole wave
of change. And it is very, very difficult
to get it through in a Democratic
House that has been dominated, as I
said, by a Speaker who was first elect-
ed to office in 1936 and a majority
leader who was first elected to office
in 1948, and whose natural instincts
are to protect the liberal welfare state
they created.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Towns].

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

I came over because the gentleman
mentioned on several occasions user
fees. I would like to ask the gentleman
a question. When the gentleman talks
about raising taxes and you say you
are against raising taxes, but I think I
hear the gentleman say that he would
be for user fees.

If the gentleman is for user fees,
does not the gentleman think that
hurts the people who really need the
help, the poor farmers around this
country who are reaching out and
asking for help in almost every way
possible. If we come up with user fees,
we are really hurting the folks who we
should try to help.
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Mr. GINGRICH. 1 appreciate very
much the gentleman’s intervention.
Let me give you an example of the
user fee that is totally appropriate.

That is whether or not the Coast
Guard should be reimbursed when it
tows in some clown whose yacht ran
out of fuel because he did not check
before he left the port. Now we have
had a system where the Coast Guard
will go out and free of charge will tow
you in, frankly, for public safety rea-
sons, we do not want you to drown be-
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cause you are stupid, but I would ask
you the question: If a man can afford
a pretty faney motor yacht and he is
25 miles offshore and because he
either was not paying attention or he
got a little sloppy or something he has
to get towed in, is it really fair for
people in your district, most of whom,
I suspect, do not own yachts, is it fair
for them to have to pay through Gen-
eral Treasury so the Coast Guard is
available to go get that guy’s yacht, or
should we charge a user fee to that
guy and say you are going to pay your
share of the cost of the Coast Guard
coming out here to get you?

Mr. TOWNS. If the gentleman will
yield, but what does that really do
when you look at the total deficit?
When you look at the problems that
farmers are having in this country
today, what does that really do?

Mr. GINGRICH. You have raised, I
think, the central question here. My
impression is, and in my own life my
experience has been that when a
family gets in trouble financially that
in fact nickels and dimes do add up.
You do learn to be a lot more careful.
That if we save, let us say, I am guess-
ing, $70 million, almost nothing by the
standards of Washington, but a lot for
people in your district, $70 million on
that user fee. If we find other appro-
priate user fees, and user fees by
themselves are not going to solve the
whole problem. But they are going to
raise, the administration proposed, col-
lectively $4.5 or $5 billion. A billion;
now billions are moderately big. Five
billion dollars is a step in the right di-
rection.

Now, the other thing I would like to
see us do, frankly, is rethink from the
ground up, virtually the entire Gov-
ernment. Before I want to ask a single
family in your district to pinch pen-
nies in their family budget because we
raise their taxes, I want to pinch pen-
nies in this city, in this Government.

I will give you an example which
normally you would expect to come
more from a liberal Democrat. I think
procurement in the Pentagon is ridicu-
lous. I think it is crazy the way we pro-
cure goods. I think it is crazy. I am not
going to go out here and say to your
family or your neighborhood, “I am
going to raise taxes $750 because we
cannot find guys smart enough to buy
a $50 toilet seat, so they are buying
$800 toilet seats.” I am just not going
to do it.

Mr. TOWNS. I can understand that
and I will agree with you. I think the
thing that disturbs me deeply is that
when we talk about user fees we gen-
erally talk about the driver’'s license,
the marriage license, we talk about
boats or yachts or anything of that
nature. We talk about the things that
really hurt people that are barely
making it.

Mr. GINGRICH. Were you in the
State legislature? Because the two you
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mention, driver’s licenses and mar-
riage licenses would be at the State
level and I frankly have never studied
that; I think you have made a good
point.

Mr. TOWNS. The point I am making
is that we set the tone and if we begin
to behave that way here, what will
happen in terms of local governments;
that is the thing I am talking about. I
think that we need to face up to some
real issues here. That we have tremen-
dous deficit; how do we close it?

You know as well as I do that the
only way to close is to look for reve-
nue. We cannot cut our way out of
this mess.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me ask you
something because I really appreciate
your coming over and discussing this
with me. Are you really prepared to go
back home to your district and say to
people who are working hard and who
work really for take-home pay, they
do not work for gross income; they
work for the money left on Friday
after the Government takes the taxes.

Are you prepared to say to them
that in your best judgment we in the
Congress have done a good enough job
at squeezing waste out of Government
and rethinking Government and that
we are going to use their pennies
wisely? Do you not down deep have to
go back home and say, “Look, we do
not have the Pentagon really trimmed
up, we do not have health care really
debureaucratized, we have not really
solved these other problems, but I am
going to raise taxes anyway because,
frankly, it is just too big a job and I
cannot get waste out of Washington so
I am going to make you get waste out
of your family budget.”

Does this not sort of bother you that
we waste as much money as we do in
this city and you would suggest raising
taxes?

Mr. TOWNS. The point is that when
you talk about waste, that is a sepa-
rate issue. You know as well as I do
that one of the areas that we have a
lot of waste in is the defense budget.
You know as well as I do. I have
looked at it from day one and I contin-
ue to say that, that we need to begin
to look at some reform and to do some
things in some areas that could be cut.

In the meantime, while we are not
thinking about that, what are we
going to do for poor people in this
country that cannot make it? That, as
we approach the winter there are
people that cannot afford to buy oil.
Do we not have an obligation and re-
sponsibility in Government to reach
and to provide services for those
people?

‘We have people who are homeless in
this country that have no way of get-
ting a home. At the same time, we are
cutting money out of HUD. I just do
not understand our thinking. You
seem to be a person that, every now
and then, you show great compassion
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and I am always excited when that
happens, but when you look at what is
happening in the direction that we are
moving in, I think it would have to dis-
turb you as well as it disturbs me.

Mr. GINGRICH. It does. 1 appreci-
ate the “every now and then,” but let
me ask you a question. I assume you
were talking about heating oil which,
as a Georgian, we frankly do not buy a
whole lot of it, but is it not fair to say
that, from the standpoint of the poor,
dropping the price of gasoline from
about $1.20 a gallon—in my area right
now it is about 60 cents a gallon—that
that helped the average poor person,
of course, not in New York City where
they tend to take the subway more
than the car, but the comparable drop
in heating oil price, that in fact ending
inflation or bringing it down to 2 per-
cent a year, bringing interest rates
down from 22 percent to where we
have TV ads right now for 2.9 percent
financing for cars. Do not those things
in the general economy help tremen-
dously for that poor person who is out
there who has barely enough money
to go to work and now they are only
paying 59 or 60 cents a gallon where
they were paying $1.20 a gallon under
Jimmy Carter. Does that not make a
big difference?

Mr., TOWNS. I agree that makes a
big difference, but I think the point I
really want to make and the point
that I came to the floor to make is
that as we look at our plans and as
you continue to ask people to sign up,
do not lose sight of those people who
are unemployed, those people who are
underemployed, those people who can
barely make it because of the lack of
income.

When you get people to sign the
pledge, ask them to please think about
those folks in the process.

Mr. GINGRICH. Before you leave, I
want to ask you about one other thing
because you have touched on some-
thing that really bothers me, and I
want to talk about this for a second.

One of the reasons I am so strongly
in favor of a no tax increase pledge is
that I have seen the record now for
the last 46 months where we have cre-
ated something like 12 million new
jobs. We have not done all we should,
we certainly have problems in agricul-
ture, we have problems in oil, but it is
true that in the last 46 months we
have created 12 million new jobs. That
has helped everybody; black, white,
yellow, brown; we are a little betfer
off.

I guess part of what I mean by an
opportunity society is the, what I
think is a fact, that private entrepre-
neurs are more likely to create jobs in
Brooklyn or Queens or the Bronx or
Manhattan than the Government is.
That if we can keep tax rates at 34
percent for corporations and 28 and 15
for individuals, we liberate the energy
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and the drive and the creativity of all
of those rising young people who want
to get out there and invent a job and
create a factory and do the things that
employ the very people that you de-
scribe.

You watch France for a second, and
the French tried socialism under Mi-
terrand in 1981, 1982, and 1983 and it
failed so badly they are now trying
Reaganomics. You look at Hong Kong
and Taiwan and Singapore and South
Korean and Japan and you see this
surge of new jobs.

I guess all I would ask my good
friend is, and I do not want to put you
on the spot but, is it not fair to say
that for a poor black living in the cen-
tral city, if we could have an explosion
with enterprise zones and with lower
rates and with new money available
and new drive and entrepreneurship,
that is more likely in the next decade
to create the real job that they keep
for a lifetime than another Govern-
ment program.

Mr. TOWNS. But it will not happen
unless there is some incentive, and
that is the thing that bothers me. If
you do not have any incentives, busi-
ness is not going to come into major
urban areas to create any job. I think
we are kidding ourselves if we think
they are going to do so. When you
eliminate the kind of special incentives
for them to do it, they are not coming.

Let me just say this in closing. As
you continue to encourage people to
sign your pledge, do not forget as you
do that to think about the people that
are homeless, the people that have no
jobs, the people that are starving in
the United States of America. When
you show me that you are committed
to that cause, I will sign your pledge,
too.

Mr. GINGRICH. I think that is fair
and frankly that is one reason that I
wish we could have passed enterprise
zone bills this year to create the incen-
tive in the inner city to create the
jobs.

I just want to say in closing, and I
hope this dialog has been helpful to
my colleagues.

I really do think the choice in 1986 is
between the past and future. It is be-
tween propping up a liberal welfare
state that was created in the 1960's
and 1970's or moving forward to an op-
portunity society. It is between raising
taxes to pay for the Government of
the past or refusing to raise taxes and
forcing the politicians in Washington
to rethink the welfare state, to move
toward workfare, toward privatization,
toward less bureaucracy and less red-
tape, and toward a system that I think
is vital because our generation has to
make use of the time Ronald Reagan
has bought us.

We are faced in the 1990's with a
very severe challenge of competing
economically with West Germany and
Japan; competing military with the
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Soviet Union. If we are going to be
competitive again, we have to rethink
a great deal the way we do business.
We have to have much better educa-
tion, much better health care, a much
more efficient and effective govern-
ment, and we are going to have to get
the job done.

If we raise taxes, we take the pres-
sure off of the liberal welfare state
politicians and let them avoid that dif-
ficult, complex process.
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If we refuse to raise taxes, we then
send the signal to Washington, go out
and find a new idea, go out and find
the new approaches, get the system to
work so you can live within a trillion
dollar budget because, frankly, a tril-
lion dollars is enough. We ought to be
able to get the job done for a trillion
dollars if we will get smart and roll up
our sleeves and reform the system
until it works.

COLA’S

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Ray] is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, there has
been considerable controversy between
the various groups of Federal employ-
ees, Federal retirees, and military re-
tirees, concerning the inequity and un-
fairness of the manner in which the
Federal Government treats cost of
living increases [COLA’s].

For instance, Federal employees
complain that their pensions are tax-
able, yet Social Security benefits are
in large part tax free.

In addition, it has been pointed out
by many Federal and military retirees
that they are being discriminated
against in having their COLA’s denied
because some 37 million Social Securi-
ty recipients expect to receive a COLA
in 1987, which will cost at least $2 bil-
lion.

I completely agree. Fairness and
equity are important and are not being
practiced in this instance. No COLA's,
in my opinion, should be given to any
group during times of national finan-
cial trauma,

For 1987, the budget assumes with
the President’s blessing, a 1 to 1.3 per-
cent COLA for all Social Security re-
cipients, but the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings legislation could preclude mili-
tary retirees and civil service retirees
from receiving a COLA again for the
second time in 2 years.

These groups complain about the
unfairness, the inequity, and uncer-
tainty of this treatment, and I agree
that the Government is simply not
being fair.

I will point out later in my presenta-
tion a glaring inequity between the
pay of Federal employees and COLA's
of Federal retirees.
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Take the case of two Federal em-
ployees in late 1969.

No. 1 retires at an annual benefit of
$10,000.

No. 2 begins a job at an annual
salary of $10,000.

Seventeen years later in 1986, No. 1
has a Federal retirement of $29,700 be-
cause of COLA increases.

No. 2 has a salary of $23,000 at his
Federal job, $6,700 less than his re-
tired colleague. No. 1 is making more
in retirement than No. 2 is working.

I don’'t want to demean Federal re-
tirees in any fashion, in fact I salute
them for their past service to America.
I have fought to maintain their 3-year
basis recovery rule in the tax bill and I
will continue to work for them.

It is also my impression that the
Federal retirees to their credit are
willing to forgo the COLA's during
deficit years on two conditions.

Those conditions are,

First, that all retirees, including
social security recipients, forgo them,
in a fair and equal manner.

Second, that the cuts are meaningful
and that they directly contribute to a
decrease in the deficit.

There is an area in which Federal
employees are definitely being dis-
criminated against. As I have pointed
out, they have not received the same
percentage increase that retirees have
through the years. That doesn’'t make
sense to me, since Federal employees
who are working today are buying
homes, educating children, paying
Federal income taxes, and paying into
the current retirement fund.

This, of course, means that when
the T-percent retirement deduction is
taken from a civil servant’s check each
month, it is sent indirectly to a retiree.
If Federal workers stop paying into
the retirement fund, more dollars
would have to be allocated from gener-
al revenues to meet the Government’s
obligation to pay benefits as required
by law.

Let me astound you with a tale of
percentage increases during the years
1969 to 1986, provided by the Congres-
sional Research Service.

The Consumer Price Index, which
we use to measure how much we pay
for the items that we need to live, in-
creased by 193 percent during these 17
years.

The Federal civil service pay has
lagged behind at 133 percent.

Federal and military retiree benefits
with COLA’s have increased by 197
percent.

The private sector average wages
have increased by 193 percent.

Social Security benefits, because of
general benefit increases and COLA's,
have increased by 260 percent, far in
excess of the rise in the cost of living
over that period.

In order for me to better explain the
effects that COLA’'s have on the
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budget and to the recipients, I want to
display the following charts, with facts
provided by the Congressional Re-
search Service.

Let me draw some examples for you
based on that information:

Looking at chart 1 you will note that
a 30-year civil service retiree who re-
tired at 55 with a base retirement ben-
efit of $10,000 in late 1969 would be
drawing an income of $29,700 in 1986—
an increase of 197 percent.

The same retiree with a base retire-
ment of $20,000, 53 percent of a
$38,000 salary, would now have a re-
tirement income of $59,400, an in-
crease of 197 percent.

CHART 1.—CONGRESSMAN RICHARD RAY AGGREGATE
INCREASE IN CIVIL SERVICE RETIREES BENEFITS

Annual benefits Dec. 1969

$10,000
§20,000.........

. $29,700 197
$59,400 197

Turning to chart 2, a military retiree
who retired in 1970 and whose first
annual retirement benefit payment
was $10,000 would now be receiving
$29,700.

A military retiree at $25,000 would
receive $74,300, an amount higher
than the highest paid general sched-
ule employee, which is $68,700. This
represents an almost 200-percent in-
crease in 16 years.

Civil Service and military retirees
were authorized automatic COLA’s in
1962 and 1963 respectively. Social Se-
curity recipients have received period-
ic increases since 1950. However, in
1972 the Congress guaranteed annual
COLA’s to Social Security recipients
beginning in 1975 if the 3 percent CPI
trigger were cleared.

CHART 2.—CONGRESSMAN RICHARD RAY AGGREGATE
INCREASE IN MILITARY RETIREES BENEFITS

bl Percntage

Annuzl benefits Dec. 1969
1985 -7

. 329,700 197
. §79,400 197

Flipping now to chart 3, it shows
that over the last 17 years, Social Se-
curity benefits have increased over 260
percent because of COLA's and in-
creases. In the years 1970-72 Social Se-
curity recipients received an increase
in their benefits of over 50 percent.

The average Social Security recipi-
ent who retired in late 1969 with a
base benefit of $1,000 would now be re-
ceiving $3,600. A retired couple receiv-
ing $2,500 in 1969 would now be receiv-
ing $9,000.
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CHART 3.—CONGRESSMAN RICHARD RAY—AGGREGATE
INCREASE IN CIVIL SERVICE RETIREES BENEFITS

Annual
benefits
1985

Percentage

Annua beneit Dec. 169 oy

$3.600 262

A R T R $9,000 2

Turning to the final chart you will
note that there is a bigger difference
between retirees and current employ-
ees with regard to the comparison of
their salaries and benefits. While the
CPI has gone up 193 percent and Fed-
eral retirees benefits have increased
197 percent, Federal civil service pay
has lagged behind with only 133 per-
cent increase over the same 15 years.
For example, a civil servant, who re-
tired December 31, 1969 making
$10,000, would currently be receiving
$23,000. Another Federal employee
earning $20,000 would now be earning
$46,700.

CHART 4.—CONGRESSMAN RICHARD RAY—AGGREGATE
INCREASE IN CIVIL SERVICE PAY

Annus! Percentage

Annual salary Dec. 1969 sy "o

: $23,000 133
. $46,700 133

I am frequently criticized for not
supporting cost of living increases.

My reason being the treacherous na-
tional debt and the philosophy that
it's all right to continue spending $5
for every $4 of income, which has
driven America into the category of a
debtor nation.

It's my impression that the general
publie, including retirees, doesn’'t un-
derstand how generous the Federal re-
tirement programs are and how costly
they are.

I can understand why the Federal
and military retirees get up-in-arms
when COLA’s are delayed. COLA’s are
contributing significantly to their re-
tirement income and they add up to
“megabuck” expenses for the taxpay-
ers, who, by the way, are also begin-
ning to grumble about the cost.

It’s obvious that a cap on COLA’s
must take place. I would urge the lead-
ers and members of Federal retiree or-
ganizations to take the initiative in
this respect, before the goose that laid
the golden egg is killed by the debt
and the deficit.

I am seriously concerned that the fi-
nancial stability of America is in such
jeopardy that many basic programs,
including basic pensions, could be in
danger. To fund COLA's in the finan-
cial deficit atmosphere of the 1987
budget may be politically feasible but
it is not sound policy.

In some cases, farmers, textile work-
ers, housewives, small business people
and others who have retired, many in-
voluntarily have no retirement pen-
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sions, Some 100,000 farmers may have
to leave their livelihoods in 1987 with
only limited unemployment benefits,
if even that.

We are all familiar with the plight
of textile workers of which over
400,000 have been laid off, many with
meager benefits, the majority with
none.

The Social Security law currently
does not allow for a COLA when infla-
tion—as mirrored in the Consumer
Price Index—does not rise above 3 per-
cent.

The budget committees and the leg-
islative bodies are sensitive to election
year politics and have included veter-
ans benefits, railroad retirees, civil
service retirees, veterans compensation
and other retirement programs which
all add up to more than $5 billion if
paid at the expected increase.

This is done at the same time that
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings seeks to bal-
ance the budget by 1991 and mandates
that Federal borrowing cannot exceed
$144 billion for 1987.

Cost of living adjustments, along
with other fringe benefit expenses,
should be constrained, if funding them
will cause the basic pensions and other
programs such as education, health
care, and essential quality of life pro-
grams to be endangered.

With or without Gramm-Rudman,
increases or cuts or perhaps both will
be necessary between 1986 and 1991 to
bring the country’s spending into bal-
ance with its income.

If Gramm-Rudman is successful, it
will be nothing short of a miracle and
if so the big job will begin in 1991,
when we should focus on and begin re-
ducing the $2 trillion debt, which we
have a moral responsibility to face up
to.

It's my opinion that America is at a
crossroads from which there might be
no return. Thus, we as Americans have
an opportunity and a responsibility, at
this time, to make Gramm-Rudman or
a program of fiscal responsibility
work,

It's not the best statute and we
could have passed better legislation,
but it is the only law in existence
which forces this country to focus on
the fiscal responsibility which has
built America and which is imperative
if we are going to save America as we
know it.

The Congress has finally passed a
budget—meeting the 1987 Gramm-
Rudman spending levels, but I'm dis-
couraged that we failed to make hard
spending cuts to meet the levels and,
instead, used a smoke-and-mirror proc-
ess to project spending reductions
which may not happen. A national
magazine last week called the budget—
Government by Gimmick!

For too many years, America has
been over-generous, and indeed waste-
ful, to the point of using up the re-
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sources of the future and obligating
the incomes of not only the present
generation but for the millions of yet
unborn children and grandchildren
who deserve as much opportunity as
we do in this wonderful land. Instead
they must shoulder the debt that we
have incurred.

While I believe, as I have previously
said, that to pay annual COLA's
during deficit years is a bankrupting
program, if we are going to do so,
working Federal employees should be
given a higher priority and percentage
than retirees. Again, they are buying
their homes, educating their children
and paying into the retirement fund
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so retirees can draw their higher basic
pensions.

Quoting from an article by Bruce
Bartlett of the Heritage Foundation
on April 16, 1986,

Legislation designed to hold the elderly
harmless from inflation actually gave them
an enviable inflation bonus. At the same
time, however, the real wages of working
people, whose taxes pay for Social Security
benefits, were falling.

Average weekly earnings, adjusted for in-
flation, tumbled from $145 in 1973 to $125
in 1984, while average monthly Social Secu-
rity benefits climbed from $166 to $197 in
the same period.

For example: Average weekly earnings fell
to $139 in 1974, $135 in 1979, $124 in 1981,
and $125 in 1983. Meanwhile, average Social
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Security benefits rose to $170 in 1974, $181
in 1979, $188 in 1981, and $197 in 1983.

So, I would prefer that we simply
postpone all automatic increases until
the country is operating within its
income and without a deficit.

I urge all Americans to join me in
this effort in these dire financial
straits. We simply cannot do business
as usual, but instead must make sacri-
fices.

We must all do our share to remove
from our country the unwelcome title
of the largest debtor nation in the
world.

Mr. Speaker, I am inserting the fol-
lowing chart into the REcorp, to
which I referred earlier.

INCREASES IN SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS, FEDERAL CIVILIAN AND MILITARY RETIREMENT, MILITARY PAY, FEDERAL PAY, VETERANS COMPENSATION, AVERAGE WAGES, AND THE
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MY ADVICE TO THE PRIVILEGED
ORDERS AND THE CRIME
KING CONTINUES TO BE KING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ABERCROMBIE). Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. GonzaLEz] is recognized
for 60 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to advise the Speaker as well as
some of my colleagues who may be
listed as following me that it is not my
intention to utilize 1 hour. In fact, I
believe that no more than 15 minutes
should suffice for me to discuss the
matter that impels me to seek this spe-
cial order.

For about more than 2 years I have
spoken out on what I generally label
as “King Crime.” The reason was that
things happened back in the district
that I felt also transgressed the purely
local or parochial situation, but rather
reflected a national, a greater issue
that was permeating the entire
Nation, and that was the insidious,
pervasive presence of the most sophis-
ticated organized crime and criminal
activity, much of it, if not that which
was the most powerful and richest, so
sophisticated that with otherwise le-
gitimate business fronts, very, very
few, even some officers of corporations
that fronted or in effect were owned
by organized crime themselves were
not aware first to anticipate what just
in a matter of 1 year and a half
became a national energy crisis. It
seems to me that our communities are
small, but nevertheless vital links in
this chain of either strength or weak-
ness, and as has long been said, no
chain is any stronger than its weakest
link and our Nation is really not that
strong, but what it is brittle and sus-
ceptible to very grave social disloca-
tions and the presence of this perva-
sive kind of pattern of illegality which
eventually leads to such things as this
out-of-control traffic in drugs, murder,
homicide, prostitution, which are all
tied in and are natural consequences
of what we have allowed to happen in
our country, and even in the case of
what happened just a few years after I
initiated my concerns, spoke out, at
the time I spoke here on the forum,
not only here but back home, I had
critics who said, “What's this all
about? Why do you want to importune
the Congress about this?”
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Then of course things happened in
the intervening years, culminating in
the attempted assassination or murder
of the assistant district attorney for
the Federal judicial district in western
Texas, which is part and parcel of that
western district that comprises my
own district.

Then, following that, I spoke to the
House continuously, demanding that
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that attempted murder of the assist-
ant Federal district attorney be really
investigated, that the culprits and
those behind them particularly be
rooted out, prosecuted vigorously, and
punished in accordance with the mag-
nitude of the crime, only to find that
even there I received criticism.

Then, when this same assistant Fed-
eral district attorney, who had been
the object of this try, not now in that
part of the county that is in my dis-
trict, but which at one time was, be-
cause my district comprised the entire
county, I nevertheless raised my voice,
because I predicted that this was only
the beginning of more serious at-
tempts.

I felt that the issue was the intimi-
dation of the third branch of our Gov-
ernment, the judiciary, at least in
those areas in which the feeling was
secure on the part of these powerful,
powerful criminal masterminds and
these criminal corporate heads of the
syndicate who felt so brazen that they
thought such could be done, and in
fact they did.

We had a period of about 2 years in
which the judiciary and all of the em-
ployees in the judiciary were in effect
compelled to have U.S. marshal sur-
veillance and custody or care or some
kind of security, until I was informed
on the occasion of the visit of the as-
sistant district attorney who came, of
all things, to Washington to receive a
commendation from the Justice De-
partment, and for the first time called,
and I met him.

I was very much apprehensive when
he said that the Federal district judge
that worked mostly in that area, in
the El Paso area of the western judi-
cial district, had said that he was
going to remove his U.S. marshals, and
in fact had done so just a few weeks
before.

I urged the district attorney to go
back and plead with the judge to
recall the marshals, because I felt that
the threat was very present. To me it
was very present. To me it was very
clear. Sure enough, the very Tuesday
following, on May 28, to be precise,
1979, to be exact, the judge was mur-
dered—the first kind of crime against
the judiciary of this kind in the entire
history of the American judiciary.

So I then took the floor, and for 2
years, and sometimes meeting absolute
obstruction, I imposed on the then
President, who went so far as to send
his special assistant, who brought his
DEA liaison man at the White House
and sat in my office and said, “Well,
what is it you want?"

I said:

What do I want? It's not what I want, it's
what I think we owe the American people,
and that is that at least on the Federal
level, you have some coordination of effort
between the Federal agencies and the State
and the local agencies. But I'll settle if you
can just coordinate your Federal agencies.
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In the meantime, another mysteri-
ous crime, which to this day has been
relegated to the dust of history, took
place, and that was the mysterious lin-
gering death or coma and eventual
death of the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration man in the Mexico City
bureau, who had been arrested in a
San Antonio hotel for bribery under
very peculiar circumstances, and then
immediately transported about 80
miles north to Kerr County for securi-
ty purposes until his lawyer com-
plained that he did not have access,
and they brought him back to the
county jail in Bexar County, in San
Antonio. He had not been there 1 day
before he was given a peanut-butter-
and-jelly sandwich, went into a coma,
never got out of that coma, and died 6
months later. The man never had a
chance to have his day in court on any
kind of an accusation.

Nevertheless, the case was closed as
if he had been guilty.

Who would think that one would
choke up on a peanut-butter-and-jelly
sandwich and go into a coma and die 6
months later, that that was strictly a
normal, natural occurrence. Well, if
anybody believes that, of course, they
are ready to believe in the tooth fairy.

The reason that I am bringing this
up is that after speaking for 2 years,
finally, to me the biggest satisfaction
was having 1 day, a Friday, in my
hometown, in my home, a phone call
from Washington from the Director of
the FBI, Mr. Webster, who said:

We're calling you because we give you
credit, more than anybody else, for having
helped us at least resolve this, and we're
giving you a little advance information that
in about 4 hours, we will announce the first
indictments in this case. I am happy about
all of that.

I then, after that, did not speak out.

I now speak because, rather than
having closed out this case, the fact re-
mains that to me it still remains very
much unsolved. I must also remind ev-
erybody interested that the attack and
the attempted killing of the assistant
Federal district attorney has not been
resolved. However, there is no ques-
tion about it, it was connected.

Then we had the trial of some of
those that were indicted. However, I
am firm in my opinion that those
above those that were apprehended—
the hit man was finally flushed out—
but those who made the contract with
the hit man were in my opinion
middle. There are higher and more
powerful forces behind.

What was the issue? The issue was
what I had anticipated in going before
the grand jury and speaking out in the
local press about the existence of the
opening of what became known later
as the brown heroin trade. When the
French Connection was closed, much
due to the efforts of Santa Barrio, the
DEA agent that died as I said after a
coma, after eating a peanut-butter-
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and-jelly sandwich, which I think
ought to disturb all mothers who are
accustomed to giving that to their
children—it is their usual fare—that
we better look out here and see,
maybe we should have some nutrition
expert investigate all of this.

Nevertheless, the point remains that
a pattern has continued. The bombing,
for instance, or the blowing up of an
automobile belonging to a colleague of
mine not too far from the area in
which I reside naturally was a matter
of concern. This followed not too long
after the FBI had reported a contract
on my life for $35,000, and then re-
fused to give me a report.

I had to go through the Freedom of
Information in order to glean some-
thing, and discovered to my amaze-
ment that not only had that been one
time, the one that I was asking infor-
mation about, but that the FBI had
knowledge of three prior threats that
had been made but never once had
been reported to me.
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And what is more important, they
had a most interesting dossier ever
since I had been in the State senate.
So when the bombing of this Con-
gressman, a colleague of ours from
Texas who does not represent a dis-
trict in the immediate vicinity of mine,
but the bombing having taken place
right in the heart of my district, I nat-
urally made sure that there would be
some Federal presence, and I request-

ed the San Antonio Police Depart-
ment, at that time the head of the

homicide division, who had been a
long-time friend, our friendship going
back to when he started his career and
I was the chief juvenile probation offi-
cer for Bexar County, so that when
some officers and some administrators
and some people say, ‘“Well, what is
your source of information,” well it
goes back to the day that I was in law
enforcement, and that is part and
parcel of it.

In the case of this gentleman who
headed the division on homicide and
who has since retired, I ask him to
please make sure that the Federal
agents and agencies who have a pres-
ence under the responsibility of the
code, as amended by title 18. However,
that case disappeared into the dust of
history, but it did not from my mind.

Then comes the incident just a few
weeks ago in which a very bizarre
homicide was recorded, one San Anto-
nio policeman killing another police-
man and the circumstances surround-

ing. So I then wrote Director William
Webster a request that he please have

the Federal Bureau of Investigation
look into the circumstances surround-
ing this pattern of behavior because I
felt that constituents who belonged to
a certain segment of my society had
been exposed by the actions of this
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particular police officer and some in
his association.

I will place in the Recorp the letter
that I received in reply to my request.
My letter was dated September 4 and
the letter dated September 24 which I
received day before yesterday by way
of reply from Director Webster, and
also my reply to this letter as of Octo-
ber 9, yesterday, to Director Webster.

The letters referred to follow:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION,
Washington, DC, September 24, 1986.
Hon. HENRY B. GONZALEZ,
House of Representatlives,
Washington, DC.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN GonNzaALEZ: I have re-
ceived your letter of September 4th express-
ing your concern regarding recent incidents
involving officers of the San Antonio Police
Department and requesting an FBI investi-
gation. We are currently looking into the
matter involving the shooting of Officer
Stephen Smith. In view of your knowledge
and interest, we believe it would be benefi-
cial for FBI representatives to discuss with
you the shooting incident and the other
matters you mentioned. I understand my
colleagues in San Antonio have been in con-
tact with your local office regarding such a
meeting, and I hope your schedule will
permit you to meet with our representatives
at the earliest possible date. I can assure
you that we will diligently follow up on any
information which would indicate a possible
violation of Federal law falling within our
investigative jurisdiction.

Thank you for your interest and for advis-
ing me of your concerns.

Sincerely yours,
WiLriam H. WEBSTER,
Director.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, October 9, 1986.
Hon. WiLLiaM H. WEBSTER,
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation,
Department of Justice, Washington, DC.

Dear DirecTor WEBSTER: I am glad to
know that the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion is “looking into” the matters raised in
my letter to you dated September 4. Howev-
er, my concern is not much assured for I do
not have the sense that the Bureau has
given this inquiry the status or urgency it
deserves. Clearly the conduct of Officer Ste-
phen Smith most probably violated the
rights of a large number of individuals. It
seems likely that this conduct was known by
others and had been known for some time.
Yet as far as I can ascertain there is no
effort to investigate the very broad and
grave implications raised by Officer Smith's
strange death, let alone the questions that
arise by the appearance that his activities
were known but left undisciplined.

My staff did of course advise me of the re-
quest your representatives made for a meet-
ing. Aside from the fact that my schedule
does not now permit me the time to arrange
such a meeting, I do not feel it would be
productive. I am asking the Bureau to use it
resources to investigate fully circumstances
that suggest substantial problems in a
major police department. I do not have
access to the information and resources that
you do. If I do acquire any data that might
be useful I will immediately convey it to
you. My request was, and I reiterate it, for
the Bureau to investigate the incident and
its implications, so that the integrity of the
San Antonio Police Department can be as-
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sured and the people of the city may have
confidence in the professionalism, efficiency
and conduct of their police.

With every good wish, I am

Sincerely,
HeNrY B. GONZALEZ,
Member of Congress.

Mr. GONZALEZ. The point is that
what we have reached is a point in our
history that I think is more trouble-
some than perhaps any other, and
that is where a sophisticated, highly
organized crime has been able to
gather such power that it has even
greater power than our duly constitut-
ed law enforcement agents because
they have infiltrated our Government,
they have infiltrated our political
system, they have infiltrated and now
have substantial interests in business
that otherwise has very honorable
fronts. With this kind of combination,
how can we ask a poor policeman, how
can we ask even an FBI agent? This is
the reason why in our society we can
have such a thing as the disappear-
ance and the presumable homicide or
death of such a person as Jimmy
Hoffa who still is a sort of a mystery,
and the reason is that Jimmy Hoffa
was involved in the highest, the intri-
cacies of involement not only with or-
ganized crime of the highest type but
with political forces in our Govern-
ment and political parties, and because
even our President does not escape the
shadow of suspicion because the first
$4 million that President Reagan
made in Hollywood were the result of
moneys that enabled him to be re-
ceived by a going concern in Holly-
wood that was heavily infiltrated by
organized crime. It has always been a
well-established fact that Hollywood
generally has had an unwholesome
pervasive presence of organized crime.

So what I am saying is that I hope
that we can have the kind of backing
of our law enforcement agents that
can help us in the communities that
do not have the resources to have a
comprehensive look into and safe-
guarding against these very, very pow-
erful forces that operate intrastate,
interstate, and internationally against
which a poor local municipal police
force does not have a chance.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

PARTNERS IN PREVENTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ABERCROMEIE). Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. STANGELAND] is recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Speaker,
drug abuse and its prevention are up-
permost in the mind of much of Amer-
ica today. I rise today to speak about a
drug prevention program in my dis-
trict known as PIP-fests; Partners in
Prevention Festivals. This program
started in 1981 as an outgrowth of the
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Partner’'s Institute at the Unversity of
Minnesota Duluth, and funded
through a grant awarded by the U.S.
National Institute of Drug Abuse. The
first program was held in Little Falls,
MN, and is on going at the present
time. In 1982, a corporation called
PIP-Fest International was formed
and today that organization does its
business as Partners In Prevention.
The leaders locally are volunteers.

Partners in Prevention is an experi-
enced group of professionals providing
programs, directed at adolescents and
adults, that offer schools, communi-
ties, businesses and service organiza-
tions a proven, cost- and time-effective
method which presents alternatives to
drug abuse through the promotion of
emotional and physical health. Part-
ners in Prevention is a primary pre-
vention organization providing high
school students and concerned adults
with an experience that helps them
better understand themselves and
others, improve their communication
skills, and raise their self-esteem. This
helps to minimize the abuse to drugs
as well as enhance already present
leadership skills. Those attending the
PIP-festivals programs will have the
opportunity to become life-long part-
ners with chemical abuse prevention
and healthy living.

Partners in Prevention is currently
experiencing its 6th consecutive year
of growth and expansion. There are 20
high school PIP-festivals targeted for
this school year and new programs are
currently being written and developed
for high school athletes, for adults
and for families. There is a continuing
need for extending the network of
people who are interested in prevent-
ing chemical abuse.

Mr. Speaker, I think that it's impor-
tant to note that this program is one
that is generated by public involve-
ment and concern about the drug
problem facing our Nation. All the
money in the world won't solve the
drug problem unless the public at
large is educated and takes part in re-
jecting this menace from our streets
and neighborhoods forever. Partners
in Prevention is a program which
reaches our children in every segment
of our society. It encourages parents
and their children to fight against
drugs by developing a lifestyle that
raises one's self-esteem, confidence
and leadership skills.

Partners in Prevention stresses beat-
ing drug use to the punch. By its very
name PIP attempts to prevent drug
abuse before it becomes a problem. As
any expert in the field of drug abuse
can tell you prevention is not only the
best way in dealing with the drug
problem at large, but it is also the
most cost effective. Prevention also
eliminates the side effects to drug
abuse such as violent crime, runaways
and broken families, not to mention
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the broken dreams of the parents and
friends of the drug abuser.

The idea of combining the family
element into this program reaches
deep to the core of what America is all
about. Taking care of one’s family
should be, and is the No. 1 priority for
each and everyone of us. PIP does just
that by opening up the lines of com-
munication between parents and their
children. Mr. Speaker, how many
times have we heard it said by drug
users: “* * * if somebody had just told
me they cared. * * *.” With this pro-
gram parents and children learn how
to express their feelings in a way that
enables both parties involved to show
that they care.

Mr. Speaker, Partners in Prevention
is a program that has worked. For 6
years it has been preventing drug
abuse and contributing to the lives of
hundreds of people who want to say
no to drugs. I urge my fellow col-
leagues to encourage the development
of similar programs in their own
States if they don’t already exist.

Mr. Speaker, I am submitting for the
record the full text of a letter I re-
ceived from the vice president of Part-
ners in Prevention, Mr. Dave Sjoblad,
in case other Members would like to
contact him and find out more on just
how their program works.

Members may also contact my office
for more information as well.

The letter referred to follows:

PARTNERS IN PREVENTION,
Little Falls, MN, September 2, 1986.
Hon. ARLAN STANGELAND,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C. 20515

DEAR MR. STANGELAND: Thank you again
for visiting us at Partners In Prevention. We
appreciate your time and the support you
showed for our program. We are especially
pleased that you agreed to read us into the
Congressional Record. Enclosed you will
find the document which we would like you
to read. If there are any questions or sug-
gestions you may have, please feel free to
contact our office.

Good luck in the coming election.

Sincerely,
Dave Sjoblad, Vice President.

PARTNERS IN PREVENTION

PIP-Fests, Partners In Prevention-Festi-
vals, started in 1981 as an outgrowth of the
Partner’'s Institute at the University of Min-
nesota Duluth, and through a grant award-
ed by the United States National Institute
of Drug Abuse. The first program was held
in Little Falls, Minnesota. In 1982, a corpo-
ration called PIP-Fest International, Inc.
was formed and today that organization
does its business as Partners In Prevention.

Partners in Prevention is an experienced
group of professionals providing programs,
directed at adolescents and adults, that
offer schools, communities, businesses and
service organizations a proven, cost- and
time-effective method which presents alter-
natives to drug abuse through the promo-
tion of emotional and physical health. Part-
ners in Prevention is a primary prevention
organization providing high school students
and concerned adults with an experience
that helps them better understand them-
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selves and others, improve their communica-
tion skills, and raise their self-esteem. This
helps to minimize the abuse of drugs as well
as enhance already present leadership skills.
Those attending the PIP-Fest programs will
have the opportunity to become life-long
partners with chemical abuse prevention
and healthy living.

A PIP-Fest is a weekend retreat filled with
activities whose primary goal is to prevent
chemical abuse among adolescents. In large
group settings, students and adults are pro-
vided with information about building rela-
tionships, healthy ways of dealing with feel-
ings, chemical dependency as a family dis-
ease, the art of listening and helping others
solve problems, maintaining self-esteem and
chemical abuse prevention. In small groups,
they have an opportunity to personalize the
large group presentations and to practice
communications skills. The PIP-Fest week-
end is a time for students and adults to
learn more about themselves, to learn how
to show care and support for others and to
learn new ways to have fun without using
chemicals.

In the past five years there have been
over 60 PIP-Fests in four States and one Ca-
nadian Province. Almost 10 thousand high
school adolescents have attended. The pro-
gram has proven to be an effective one. By
addressing the issues of awareness, self-
esteem and alternatives to chemical use,
many young people and adults have been
given the power to say “no” to drugs.

Partners in Prevention is currently experi-
encing its sixth consecutive year of growth
and expansion. There are 20 high school
PIP-Fests targeted for this school year and
new programs are currently being written
and developed for high school athletes, for
adults and for families. There is a continu-
ing need for extending the network of
people who are interested in preventing chem-
ical abuse. Partners in Prevention can be
contacted by writing to P.O. Box 43, Little
Falls, MN 56345. Telephone 612-632-2165.
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PROTECTING THE AMERICAN
CONSUMER AND MANUFAC-
TURER AGAINST FAULTY FOR-
EIGN-MADE GOODS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. BENT-
LEY] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday I introduced a bill to require
the posting of a surety bond with re-
spect to products manufactured in for-
eign countries or customs unions. This
legislation is an effort to give the
American consumer and manufacturer
protection against fraudulent, shoddy,
or—possibly—dangerous products pro-
duced and imported from abroad.

At the present time, there is no legal
recourse against bad performance for
the consumer of foreign products
whether the item is a component part
of a computer or an airplane engine or
whether it is a chain saw sold directly
through our retail outlets to the
public.

There is a tremendous liability in-
volved here which is going uncovered.
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Our domestic manufacturers are being
hammered into the ground on the
costs of product liability. In this liti-
gious society—which is modern Amer-
ica—the necessity for liability insur-
ance is a given and built in additional
cost for all American products.

We are told that in order for our
American products to compete against
foreign products inside our own mar-
kets, they must be competitively
priced. The cost of protecting the
American public by providing liability
coverage is carried by only the manu-
facturers of “made in America.”

This is not fair to American produc-
ers, Mr. Speaker, but more than that,
it is not fair to the American con-
sumer.

Increasingly we are seeing counter-
feit products coming in from abroad.
For a long time we have heard of
fraudulent fashion items such as
handbags, clothing, perfumes, and
trendy watches. But, now the stories
are becoming grimmer. We are hearing
about fraudulent bolts and screws—in-
dustrial fasteners—which have found
their way into nuclear powerplants,
helicopters, and defense systems.

The extent of this inundation is so
great that the question of quality con-
trol becomes moot. In one operation
dealing with the Space Program, the
engineer in charge of quality control
examined eight bins of size 8 bolts
with the correct markings for heat tol-
erance. Selecting one bolt, at random,
from each bin, he tested for accuracy
of the markings.

All eight were counterfeits. All had
come from the Philadelphia Disc
Supply Depot which feeds our total
defense industrial base effort.

Good quality control would mandate
throwing the bad fasteners out, but we
have gotten ourselves into the situa-
tion that at this point in time, the
counterfeits are such a great part of
our internal supplies, that the bad
bolts would only be replaced by more
fraudulent bolts.

What is happening in the civilian
sector we can only speculate. But, if it
is anything like what is happening in
the defense sector, we certainly need
some kind of legislation which will
make the guilty parties liable for their
fraud.

American insurers and manufactur-
ers should not be responsible for acci-
dents caused by counterfeit compo-
nent parts buried in the depths of
some malfunetioning engine of an air-
plane or bus. The way our system of
international justice works right now,
the liability would fall totally on the
American producer because he is the
only one covered by liability which can
be reached by our court system.

My legislation, originally cospon-
sored by Mr. MurTHA of Pennsylvania;
from Ohio, Mr. KasicH, Ms. KAPTUR,
and Ms. Oakagr; from West Virginia,
Mr. RaxHaLL; from Connecticut, Mrs.
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JoHNsSON; from Pennsylvania, Mr.
CLiNGER; and from Maryland, Mrs.
ByronN and Mr. DysoN would create a
surety bond equal to 20 percent of the
value of all the products imported
from that producer.

This would serve to establish the va-
lidity of the foreign manufacturer and
in case of bad performance or fraudu-
lant representation, create a pool of
money against which recovery of loss
or damages can be made.

This legislation, I would hope,
should begin to shake out the fraudu-
lent manufacturers right away. Fly-by-
night importers or producers would
not be likely to post a bond for what
would be tantamount to immediate
forfeiture.

As we moved into the global econo-
my at the beginning of this decade,
many of the standards of U.S. manu-
facturing—which had grown up
through years of American industriali-
zation—were taken for granted. In
opening up our market to foreign
products, we forgot that U.S. law for
years had been policing us through li-
ability legislation into standardization
of quality.

If shoddy or dangerous products
were produced, the U.S. justice system
allowed the consumer to “get at” the
guilty producer.

I would judge that now over 50 per-
cent of what we are purchasing is out-
side of that system of justice. The
global village needs some way of hold-
ing accountable those international
manufacturers and importers who op-
erate not only outside of the moral
law, but operate outside of U.S. juris-
dictional law.

I hope we have found the way. I also
hope that many of my colleagues will
come aboard along with me and the
several original cosponsors of this leg-
islation. We think it is an idea whose
time has come.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
HONORABLE CHARLES 0.
WHITLEY, MEMBER OF CON-
GRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following com-
munication from Hon. CuaRLEs O.
WHITLEY:

HoUusE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, October 7, 1986.
Hon. THoMmas P, O'NEeILL, Jr.,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, U.S.
Congress, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I herewith tender my
resignation as a member of the 99th Con-
gress representing the Third Congressional
District of the State of North Carolina to be
effective at midnight, December 31, 1986.

This letter is being executed in triplicate
originals with one being directed to you; one
to the Governor of North Carolina; and one
to the Sergeant at Arms of the United
States House of Representatives.

Please advise if any additional action is re-
quired on my part to effectuate the official
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termination of my status as a United States
Representative at the time specified herein.
Respectfully,
CHARLES O. WHITLEY,
Member of Congress.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. TRAXLER (at the request of Mr.
WrigHT), for today, on account of
medical reasons.

Mr. BorLanDp (at the request of Mr.
WricHT), for today, on account of a
necessary absence.

Mr. RanaLL (at the request of Mr.
WriGHT), for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

Mr. StraTTON, for 60 minutes, on Oc-
tober 15.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. DELAY) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. LeacH of Iowa, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Ray) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. Annunzio, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. LELanD, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ALEXANDER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Dicks, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. BYron, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. HoYEeR, for 60 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DELAY) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. SOLOMON.

Mr. FPRENZEL in five instances.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT.

Mr. CONTE.

Mr. HUNTER.

Mr. GOODLING.

Mr. CLINGER.

Mr. McCANDLESS.

Mr. Gekas in two instances.

Mr. BEREUTER in two instances.

Mr. Lewis of California.

Mr. STUMP.

Mr. D1oGUARDI.

Mr. McKERNAN.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Ray) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. ENGLISH.

Mr. LANTOS.

Mr. MAzZzOLI.

Mr. BORSKI.
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Mr. LAFALCE.

Mr. MARKEY.

Mr. RopiNo.

Mr. LELAND.

Mr. K1LDEE in two instances.
Mr. FRANK.

Mr. MURTHA.

Mr. CoELHO.

Mr. WYDEN.

Mr. LEaman of California.
Mrs. SCHROEDER.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

Mr. Ray.

Mr. GARCIA.

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS REFERRED

Bills and joint resolutions of the
Senate of the following titles were
taken from the Speaker's table and,
under the rule, referred as follows:

5. 786. An act to establish an Information
Age Commission; to the Committees on
Government Operations and Science and
Technology.

S. 1209. An act to establish the National
Commission to Prevent Infant Mortality; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

S. 2055. An act to establish the Columbia
Gorge National Scenic Area, and for other
purposes; to the Committees on Interior and
Insular Affairs and Agriculture.

5. 2370. An act to authorize the Francis
Scott Key Park Foundation, Inc. to erect a
memorial in the District of Columbia; to the
Committee on House Administration.

S. 2452. An act to designate the U.S. Post
Office to be constructed in Barnwell, SC, as
the “Solomon Blatt, Sr., Post Office Build-
ing"; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

S.J. Res. 359. Joint resolution to designate
March 17, 1987, as “National China-Burma-
India Veterans Association Day", to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

S.J. Res. 407. Joint resolution designating
November 12, 1986, as “Salute to School
Volunteers Day"'; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined
and found truly enrolled bills and
joint resolutions of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 1598. An act for the relief of Steven
McEKenna,

H.R. 2182. An act to authorize the inclu-
sion of certain additional lands within the
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore;

H.R. 2224. An act to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to permit nonimmi-
grant alien crewmen on fishing vessels to
stop temporarily at ports in Guam;

H.R. 4212, An act to provide for the reau-
thorization of the Deep Seabed Hard Miner-
al Resources Act, and for other purposes;

H.R. 5016. An act for the relief of Sueng
Ho Jang and Sueng Il Jang;

H.R. 5073. An act to amend the Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act to require the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to promulgate

regulations requiring inspection for asbes-
tos-containing material in the Nation’s
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schools, development of asbestos manage-
ment plans for such schools, response ac-
tions with respect to friable asbestos-con-
taining material in such schools, and for
other purposes,;

H.J. Res. 17. Joint resolution to consent to
an amendment enacted by the legislature of
the State of Hawaii to the Hawaiian Homes
Commission Act, 1920;

H.J. Res. 438. Joint resolution to designate
October 31, 1986, as “National Child Identi-
fication and Safety Information Day";

H.J. Res. 517. Joint resolution providing
for reappointment of David C. Acheson as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution; and

H.J. Res. 666. Joint resolution expressing
the sense of Congress in support of a com-
memorative structure within the National
Park System dedicated to the promotion of
understanding, knowledge, opportunity and
equality for all people.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS
SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his sig-
nature to enrolled bills of the Senate
of the following titles;

S. B16. An act to establish the Pine Ridge
National Recreation Area and Soldier Creek
Wilderness in the State of Nebraska, and
for other purposes, and

S. 2048. An act to encourage international
efforts to designate the shipwreck of the
R.M.S. Titanic as an international maritime
memorial and to provide for reasonable re-
search, exploration, and, if appropriate, sal-
vage activities with respect to the ship-
wreck.

ADJOURNMENT

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o'clock and 58 minutes
p.m.) under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Tuesday, Octo-
ber 14, 1986, at 12 noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

4327. A letter from the Director, the
Office of Management and Budget, trans-
mitting a cumulative report on rescissions
and deferrals of budget authority, pursuant
to 2 U.S.C. 685(e) (H. Doc. No. 99-278); to
the Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed.

4328. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Energy, transmitting a
notice of meetings related to the Interna-
tional Energy Program to be held on Octo-
ber 14, 1886, at the offices of UNESCO,
Paris, France; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

4329, A letter from the Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting the 1985 report on
the state of domestic mining, minerals, and
mineral reclamation industries, including a
statement of the trend in utilization and de-
pletion of these resources, pursuant to 30
U.S.C. 2l1a; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. FUQUA: Committee on Science and
Technology. Report on the traffic alert and
collision avoidance system: a technological
contribution to air safety (Rept. 99-987).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 586. Resolution providing
for disagreeing to the Senate amendment to
House Joint Resolution 668 (Rept. 99-988).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. PEPPER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 587. Resolution waiving certain
points of order against the conference
report on H.R. 6 and against the consider-
ation of such conference (Rept. 99-989). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 588. Resolution waiving
certain points of order against the confer-
ence report on S. 1128 a bill to amend the
Clean Water Act, and against the consider-
ation of such conference report (Rept. 99-
990). Referred to the House Calendar.

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A RE-
PORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

Under clause 5 of rule X the follow-
ing action was taken by the Speaker:

H.R. 5406. The Committee on the Judici-
ary discharged from further consideration
of H.R. 5406; H.R. 5406 referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. WiL-
L1ams, and Mr. GOODLING):

H.R. 5690. A bill to amend the Older
Americans Act to authorize grants to States
for demonstration projects that provide to
older individuals services in return for cer-
tain volunteer services provided to other in-
dividuals; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. WYDEN:

H.R. 5691. A bill to establish a preference
for nondevelopment items in nondefense
Government procurement; to the Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

By Mr. ABERCROMBIE (for himself,
Mr. Miuer of California, Mr.
Downey of New York, Mr. ARaga,
Mr. Howarp, Mr. Yates, Ms. MIKUL-
sk1, Mr. Youne of Missouri, Mr.
LeaMan of Florida, Mr. WaLpon, Mr.
MARTINEZ, Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr.
WoLpe, Mr. Towns, Mr. FAUNTROY,
Mr. BUSTAMANTE, and Mr. Evans of
Illinois):

H.R. 5692. A bill to amend chapter XIV of
the Comprehensive Crime Control Act of
1984, relating to victims of crime, to provide
funds to encourage States to implement
protective reforms regarding the investiga-
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tion and adjudication of child sex abuse
cases which minimize the additional trauma
to the child victim and improve the chances
of successful ecriminal prosecution or legal
action; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DUNCAN:

H.R. 5693. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to restore prior law
for purposes of claiming a dependency ex-
emption where, under a pre-1985 instru-
ment, the noncustodial parent provides
$1,200 or more for the support of a child; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PICKLE (for himself, Mr. AN-
THONY, Mr. Fuqua, Mr. BarToN of
Texas, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. DUNcaAN, and
Mr. DicKs):

H.R. 5694. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a charitable
contribution deduction for certain amounts
paid to or for the benefit of an institution of
higher education; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. WAXMAN:

H.R. 5695. A bill to assure the appropriate
and safe use of artificially produced growth
hormones; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. MILLER of California (for
himself and Mr. LEacH of Iowa):

H. Con. Res, 409. Concurrent resolution
expressing the support of Congress for the
petition drive of the National Forum re-
questing a televised educational forum on
nuclear arms issues; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. MICHEL:

H. Res. 584, Resolution electing Repre-
sentative HiLris of Indiana to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services; and Representative
Dornan of California to the Committee on
Education and Labor; considered and agreed
to.

By Ms. OAKAR:

H. Res. 585. Resolution designating mem-
bership on certain standing committees of
the House; considered and agreed to.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 442: Mr. Lewis of California.
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H.R. 3842: Mr. CoURTER, Mr. DuRrBIN, Mr.
GEKAS, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. Hurro, Mr.
SPRATT, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. CARR, and Mr.
Moobpy.

H.R. 4025: Mr. DUNCAN.

H.R. 5067: Mrs. VUCANOVICH.

H.R. 5272: Mr. TORRICELLI.

H.R. 5512: Mr. TorrICcELLI and Mr. Russo.

H.R. 5535: Mr. McEwWEN, Mr. FowLER, Mr.
BryYaNT, Mr. FrenzerL, Mr. KoLTER, Mr.
EINDNESS, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. BUSTAMANTE,
Mr. Rowranp of Georgia, Mr. GaARrcia, Mr.
SoromoN, Mr. RanGeL, and Mr. THomMAs of
Georgia.

H.R. 5587. Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. VeNTO, and
Mr. WORTLEY.

H.R. 5588: Mr. Haves, Mr. WoLpPE, Mr.
Frost, and Mr. WEBER.

H.R. 5596: Mr. RoEMER, Mr. WoRTLEY, and
Mrs. BENTLEY.

H.R. 5603: Mr. BusTAMANTE, Mr. HUBBARD,
Mr. RowLanp of Georgia, Mr. THoMAs of
Georgia, and Mr. KOLTER.

H.R. 5604: Mrs. Horr, Mr. CHENEY, Mr.
F1eELDs, Mr. Garcia, Mr. MonsoN, Mr. Mag-
TINEZ, Mr. MiTcHELL, Mr. SmitH of New
Jersey, Mr. LEatH of Texas, Mr. Lewis of
Florida, Mr. LacomMaRrsino, and Mr, SHELBY,

H.R. 5618: Mr. Fazio, Mr. Gray of Illinois,
and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 5683: Mr. DorNaN of California, Mr.
Kemp, Mr. GILMAN, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr.
Dreier of California, Mr. GREGG, Mr. GEKAS,
Mr. DuNcaN, Mr. Daus, Ms, F1EDLER, Mr.
KILDEE, Mr. CRANE, Mr. BurtoN of Indiana,
Mr. McKiInNNeEY, Mr. BonNior of Michigan,
Mr. HENRY, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. PURSELL,
Mr. Forp of Michigan, Mr. LanTos, Mr.
PAasHAYAN, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr, TAYLOR,
Mr. Hype, Mr. SunpQuisT, Mr. MILLER of
Washington, Mr. CoNTE, Mr. HAMMER-
scHMIDT, Mr. HiLLis, Mr. ScHAEFER, Mr.
ZscHavu, Mr. BRown of Colorado, Mr. Younc
of Alaska, Mr. CARr, Mr. SCHUETTE, Mr. SiL-
JANDER, Mr. LEvIiN of Michigan, Mr. Davis,
Mr. WoLPE, Mr. MicHEL, Mr, EMERSON, Mr.
WEBER, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. MiLLEr of Ohio,
Mr. ComsesT, Mr. BapHAM, Mr. LeacH of
Iowa, Mr, LEwis of California, Ms. SNOWE,
Mr. QuILLEN, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. SAXTON,
Mr. MaADIGAN, Mr. ScHUMER, Mr. LEvVINE of
California, Mr. Lorr, Mr. CaARNEY, Mr.
WAaALKER, Mr. RorH, Mr. EckerT of New
York, Mr. HortoN, Mr. LEwis of Florida,
Mr. PeTRI, Mr. LENT, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr.
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HuNTER, Mr. Bracer, Mr. Smita of Florida,
Mr. PERKINS, Mr. DARDEN, Ms. OAKAR, Mr.
RAHALL, Mr. Sisisky, Mr. Mica, Mr.
HucHEs, Mr. HusBarD, Mr. DINGeELL, Mr,
DascHLE, Mr. Lowry of Washington, Mr.
LugeN, Mr. LELAND, Mr. pE Luco, Mr. APPLE-
GATE, Mr. BRowN of California, Mrs. BoXERr,
Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. RANGEL, Mrs. SCHROE-
DER, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. GLICKMAN,
Mr. MirLer of California, Mr. SKELTON, MT.
STRATTON, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. TORRES, Mr.
ATKINS, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. TavziN, Mr.
GoopLING, Mrs. MeEYeErs of Kansas, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, Mr. LuJaN, Mr. Strang, Mr.
RITTER, Mr. REGULA, Mr. RoGERs, Mr.
SpeNcE, Mr. Younc of Florida, Mr. McCoL-
LUM, Mrs. MarRTIN of Illinois, Mr. BEREUTER,
Mr. McDADE, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. GUNDERSON,
and Mr. CoLEMAN of Missouri.

H.J. Res. 244: Mr. WIRTH and Mr. IRELAND.

H.J. Res. 681: Mr. SYNAR, Mr. MURTHA,
Mr. ANTHONY, and Mr. STRATTON.

H.J. Res. 693: Mr, VeEnTO, Mr. Mica, Mr.
HEeNDON, and Mr. MONTGOMERY,

H.J. Res. T06: Mr. FRENZEL.

H.J. Res. 740: Mr. RoBeErTs, Mr, Moobpy,
Mr. CoLemMAN of Texas, Mr. BARNARD, Mr.
LorTt, Mr. DELAY, and Mr. RALPH M. HALL.

H.J. Res. T45: Mrs, BoGes.

H. Con. Res. 129: Mr. OxLEY, MTr.
McEWEN, Mr. LeacH of Iowa, Mr. COMBEST,
Mr. KasicH, Mr. BoLanp, and Mr. MaTsuI.

H. Con. Res. 407: Mr, BLiLEY, Mr. RicH-
ARDSON, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. Dixon, Mr.
Fazro, Mr. BoNer of Tennessee, Mr.
ScHEUER, Mr. Bruce, Mr. KRAMER, Mr.
WaLpon, and Mr. SAXTON.

H. Res. 488: Mr, SaxToN, Mr. SCHUETTE,
Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. SHUM-
waAY, Mr. BarToN of Texas, Mr. Parris, and
Mr. HUGHES.

H. Res. 566: Mr. HowaArD, Mr. ABERCROM-
BIE, Mrs. CoLLINS, Mr. STOoKES, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. HAWKINS, Mr, Dixon, and Mr. SAVAGE.

H. Res. 573: Mr. SoLoMoN, Mr. BapHAM,
Mr. CHAPPIE, Mr. Davis, Mr. Evans of Iowa,
Mr. FisH, Mr. GoopLiNGg, Mr. HANSEN, Mr.
LeacH of Iowa, Mr. LuJan, Mr. MOLINARI,
and Mr. SWEENEY.

H. Res. 581! Mr. SoLArz, Mr. WHEAT, Mr.
ManNTON, Mr. FrRaNk, Mr. WoRTLEY, Mr.
FusTER, Mr. Stokes, Mr. FaunTrOY, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr. Garcia, Mr. LunpiNg, and
Mr. HaYES.
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